





jan. 28,1871, THE SOLIVITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


227 











NOTICE OF REMOVAL.—The Office of this Jounnat | 
and of the Weextx Rerorter is now at 12, Cook’s-court, 
Carey-street, W.C. 





The Subscription to the Soutcrtors’ JouRNAL 1s—Town, 26s., 
Country 283.; with the Weexty Reporter, 52s. Payment 
in advance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers 
ean have their Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 2s. 6d., 
half law calf, 4s. 6d. 

All Letters intended for publication in the Solicitors’ Journal’’ 
must be authenticated by the name of the writer, though not 
necessarily for publication. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with 
regularity in the Provinces, it is requested that application be 
made direct to the Publisher. 


6 Ohe Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, JANUARY 28, 1871. 
—_—_>———- 

WE LEARN, from a letter printed in the Times of Thurs- 
day last, that, notwithstanding the recent Jury Act, special 
jurymen are still summoned within short periods after 
serving. We ventured:to predict a short time ago (ante 
p. 94) that this would be the case, inasmuch as, although 
the 19th section of the Act declares that no person shall 
be liable to be summoned more than once in a year, 
neither the Act nor the rules contain any provision for 
carrying this out. ‘The provisions of the Jury Act of 6 
Geo. 4 require to be extended to the case of special 
jurors, so that a record of the services of special jury- 
men may be kept, and a certificate given them of their 
attendance. Further, any juryman, if summoned a 
second time within the year without any special ground 
being stated for the second summons, ought to be allowed 
to send to the court his certificate instead of personally 
attending. Above all, some summary mode of punish- 
ing summoning officers guilty of improper conduct 
ought to be provided. Something of this sort must be 
done before the persons who have hitherto been able to 
practise extortion on people qualified to serve as jurymen 
can be effectually deprived of their power of levying 
black mail by the infliction of frequent summonses. 

It is rather amusing to find that this new Act, which 
has borne so hardly on suitors, and indirectly on the legal 
profession, has not even put a stop to the practice which 
was notoriously the principal cause of the grievances of 
which jurors complained. If the Legislature will not 
help the people who are liable to serve, they had better 
help themselves by striking in a body against the practice 
of “tipping” the officials, for it is that, of course, which 
is at the bottom of the matter. 














Tue “Street Music Nuisance,” which has lately ap- 
peared again in the police-courts, must be an affair of con- 
siderable standing, yet noattempt was made to deal with this 
subject by legislation till the statue 2 & 8 Vict.c, 47, “ An 
Act for further improving the police in and near the 
metropolis,” was passed. That statute, by section 57, 
provided that it should be “ lawful for any householder 
within the metropolitan police district, personally, or by 
his servant, or by any public constable, to require any 
street musician to depart from the neighbourhood of the 
house of such householder, on account of the illness of 
any inmate of such house, or for other reasonable cause; 
and every person who shall sound or play upon any 
musical instrument in any thoroughfare near any house, 
after being so required to depart, shall be liable to a 
penalty of not more than forty shillings.” This Act was 
found to have much practical effect, the want of 
power arising partly from the variance in the eonstruc- 
tion of “reasonable cause” by different magistrates, 
partly from the instructions given to the police as to 
their action under the statute, and partly from the 


ready to recognise the nature of his occupation as @ 

reasonable cause for his requiring barrel organs to de- 

part from the neighbourhood of his house, while 

another magistrate considered Mr. Babbage’s objection 

on this ground altogether frivolous. The police, by an 

order of December 17, 1859, as to their action under the 

statute mentioned, were instructed to require the 

musicians to depart only when the ground alleged was 

that of illness. If the musicians did not depart when 

so required, the police were to ascertain their names and 

addresses, and if they could not obtain this information, 
they were to take the musicians into custody under sec- 
tion 63. This afforded a musician a ready means of 
evasion by giving a fictitious address, upon which he was 
left alone by the police. Whenever any other cause than 

that of illness was stated, the constable was directed not to 
remove the musician, but only to report the matter to 

his sergeant, or at the station, and it was left to the 
superintendent or inspector on duty at the station to 
give directions, according to his discretion, as to the 
sufficiency of the cause alleged by the complainant. To 
provide a more effective remedy, Mr. Bass’s Act, for the 
better regulation of street music within the metropolis, 
was passed. This Act (27 & 28 Vict. c. 55) repeals the 
former Act, and substitutes its own provisions. 
Under these, the request to depart may be “on 
account of the illness, or on account of the interruption 
of the ordinary occupations or pursuits of any inmate 
of the house, or for other reasonable or sufficient cause.” 
If a singer or musician continues to sing or play “in 
any thoroughfare or public place near any such house 
after being so required to depart,’ he is liable to a 
penalty of forty shillings, or imprisonment for not more 
than three days, at the discretion of the magistrate. 
Further, the offender may be taken into custody, if the 
person making the charge will accompany the constable 
to the station, and sign the charge-sheet there. If the 
offender be brought to the station at a time when the 
police-court is shut, the person making the charge must 
also, if required by the constable, enter into a recog- 
nisance for the prosecution of the charge. 

In the passage of Mr. Bass’s bill through the Housd 
of Commons, all sorts of objections were made to it. It 
was stigmatised as a “piece of peddling legislation,’’ at 
the instance of a few persons of “ extreme sensibilities,” 
and as an attempt to suppress the only music of the poor. 
To this Mr. Bass answered by entering into evidence of 
the annoyances caused by street music, and said 
that his bill was intended not to suppress, but 
to regulate street music, and to prevent the gratifi- 
cation of a taste for barrel organs only when at the ex- 
pense of a neighbour's comfort. Again, it was objected 
that it would be as reasonable to legislate so as to check 
the rolling of carriages in the streets, or to restrain the 
piano practisings and dances of next-door neighbours. 
Mr. Thompson Hankey made a pathetic plea for the pro- 
tection of “ Punch” from the operation of Mr. Bass’s 
Act, and proposed a clause (lost on a division by sixty- 
five against thirty-four votes) that nothing in the Act 
should extend to a “ dramatic representation usually per- 
formed in the streets of the metropolis, and generally 
known as the show of‘ Punch and Judy,’ nor to any 
person representing any of the characters ip such show, 
nor to any music performed or played in connection with 
such show but such dramatic representa- 
tion, show, and music may continue to be played as here- 
tofore.” Mr. Crawford wished to know what would be 
done in case of the imprisonment of an organ 
grinder who had a monkey—“ would any provision 
be made for the monkey when its master was sent to 
gaol? Would it be sent to the workhouse?” But the 
hon. member's questions were answered by Mr. Cavendish 
Bentinck, who thought that in such cases the “ monkey 
should be provided for by the metropolitan members” 
(Mr. Crawford and his colleagues). 





narrowness of the statute itslf, and of the practical 
remedy it provided. Mr. Babbage found one magistrate 


Mr. Bass, when his bill was pending, circulated a little 
volume containing communications in favour of his bill, 
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Mr. Thackeray had been wont to say that he was driven 
‘into the fields. Mr. Tennyson wrote that he was driven 
out of London by bands and barrel organs. Mr. Dickens 
and Mr. Carlyle, a large number of the leading artists, and 
300 or 400 of the enraged musicians of the day had de- 
clared that the interruption by street music made it im- 
possible for them to carry on their professions in town. A 
distinguished musical composer, obliged to reside in London, 
said he was obliged to work at night and to give up com- 
positionduringthe day. Mr.Bass’s bill passed into 1 aw, but 
the Zimes and other papers have lately been deluged with 
letters complaining that the organ grinder still plies his 
trade without let or interruption. No doubt in some 
cases the police, when found, are slow to act. There is 
still, perhaps, a difficulty in proving an “interruption of 
the ordinary occupations or pursuits,” or some “ other 
reasonable and sufficient cause,” justifying a request to 
the singer or musician to depart. Some magistrates are 
hard to convince on this point. Not very long ago a 
complaint was made af one of our pelice-courts by a 
gentleman who objected toa “ woeful ballad” screamed 
veneath his window. The worthy magistrate observed 


that he himself had often been much delighted at hearing | 


“ Poor Mary Ann” under his own windows, and ridiculed 
the sensitiveness of the complainant. 
But we are inclined to think that Mr. Bass’s Act 


affords as sufficient a remedy as, from the nature ofthe | 
nuisance, can be. The real cause of its want of effect | 
seems to be that people very seldom care to put it in | 


' withi i i d he devi lutel 
ieee elite iotee: lites aseeletehie.aad:| within the specified period renders the devise absolutely 


operation. 
organ grinder to a police-station, or becoming the | 
theme of a facetious paragraph by police-court reporters. | 
Others again fear to displease neighbours, or to take away | 
the pleasure of children, who give Punch and barrel | 
organs a perpetual retainer. Organ grinders, indeed, | 
seem to assume that if they get notice to quit at one | 
house, they may go on playing before the house next | 
door or opposite, though there is hardly anything in the 
Act to justify this course. The singer or musician, after _ 
a request to depart “from the neighbourhood” of the | 
complainant’s house, is liable to punishment if he con- | 
tinues his song or music “ near any such house,” and we | 
take it, therefore, that he must go, if not out of earshot, | 
at least far enough off for the sound to be softened by | 
distance ; except, of course, where the singing or playing | 
is continued in some place, for instance the inclosure in | 
front of a neighbour’s house, not coming within the ' 
words “ thoroughfare or public place,” used in the Act. 

Such is the Jaw of street music and its history ; | 
and, as we just now observed, it seems to provide a fair. | 
remedy equivalent to the necessity. As to the extent of | 
the “nuisance,” undoubtedly street performances may | 
inflict as great an annoyance in the street as they would 
be in Lincoln’s-inn or the Temple, though a good deal of 
nonsense is talked and written on the matter by persons | 
who elect that method of canvassing for a reputation for 
refined tastes; this, however, is beyond our province. i 

In A CASE (Peapell v. Jones) which was before the 
Lambeth County Court on the 24th inst. the question 
was raised whether the plaintiff could maintain an action 
for work done and goods supplied by hia wife, a dress- 
maker. The judge referred to the “Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1870,” and, on finding that the claim arose 


| has held, very recently, that a title under a will not. 


| of its intent. 


_ innumerable Middlesex titles are bad, which the holders 


| thing other than unimpeachable. 


| case of Chadwick v. Turner (14 W.R. 491, L. R.1 Oh, 317), 


































































implied option in section 11, because the person whose 
“receipt alone” constitutes a discharge must be the 
person to bring an action. » Hence, it followed that in al} 
cases where women carried on business as dressmakers, 
confectioners, smallware dealers, or followed the occu 
tion of nurse, charwoman, midwife, &c., all of which are: 
generally carried on “separately” from the husbands, 
the women must sue in their own names. They were. then ¥ 
invested with the right of separate action, but incurred no. hereof 
separate liability,as there was no provision for suing a. the ca 
woman if wages or other property were due by her. an 0c 
tional 
WE WISH TO CALL the attention of the conveyancing Iti 
members of the profession to the remarkably unsatisfac- is bo 
tory state of the law respecting devises of land in Middle- anoth 
sex. It is more than 150 years since the Middlesex whic 
Registry Act (7 Anne, c. 20) came into operation; and sider 
it seems to have been generally imagined by convey- invok 
ancers that, upon the proper construction of the Act, Pruss 
wills not registered within the period directed by the Io 
statute (six months when testator dies in great Britain, those 
and three years in other cases), may if afterwards must 
| registered become operative against subsequent pur- the 1 
| chasers; at any rate the practice has been in accordance Fran 
with this supposition. In an old edition of Jarman and sans 






Bykeewood’s Conveyancing, published in 1844, it was. 
observed by the editor (Mr. Sweet) that though there 
is certainly ground for contending that non-registration 






void against purchasers from the heir, ‘so harsh a con- 
struction would scarcely be adopted unless imperatively 
required bythe words of the Act,” and the intention, it was. 
argued, appeared to be merely to make purchases from 
an heir within the prescribed time unsafe, by giving to. 
the will, if registered accordingly, the same effect as it 
would have had if registered immediately after the 
death. Lord Romilly, however, as stated by Mr. Dart, 



















registered within the period is not a title which the 
Court of Chancery would accept as a security by way of 
mortgage ; his Lordship thought that the language of 
the Act bound him to the more stringent interpretation 
We do not mean two say that this is not the 
correct reading of the statute—the point is too difficult 
to be discussed in a short space—but it is not too much to 
say that if this strict interpretation is the correct one, 
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and their conveyancers have never imagined to be any- 
We understand that 
an emivent conveyancing authority recently, in advising 
on a title, gave effect to Lord Romilly’s construction 
though himself holding very strongly the opposite 
opinion. The reader is probably familiar with the late 
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under the East Riding Act (6 Anne, o, 35). 














NEUTRAL PROPERTY IN TIME OF WAR. 


In every war the interests of the belligerents and the 
interests of neutrals are found to come into collision ; 
and the belligerents, who are generally suffering the 
burdens of war more or less through their own fault, are 
alwaye endeavouring to increase the burdens which 
neutrals have to bear from the fault of others, The only 






































previously to the passing of that Act, gave judgment 
independently of it. The learned judge, however, went 
om to remark that as very numerous cases of this kind 
came before him which the Act affected, he might as well 
take this opportunity of making an observation or two on 
the subject. It appeared by the 11th section that in the 
words of the Act,“ a married woman may maintain an 
action in her own name for the recovery of any wages,” 
ks.; the “ may” of course implying option, But by the 
let section all such wages, ic, shall be “taken to be 
property held and settled w her separate use,” “and her 
receipt alone shall be » good discharge for such wagen,’ 

hs, These words xeomed wmpletely to take away the 








chance which neatrals have or ever have had in this 
always recurring contest lies in the rigid adherence to 
euch fixed rules as are to be found in that body of cus- 
toms which we call the law of nations. Many violations 
of these may be of very small importance in themselves, 
may be morally very excusable, and may be by no means 
# reason for strong measures on the part of the injured 
party, Buteven in such cases it is moat important that 
we should realise clearly what the settled rule is, and 
that while we excuse the act we should do so with o 
clear perception that it needs excuse, Otherwise we 
run the risk of sanctioning principles the future conse- 
quences of which may be disastrous. 
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This view is well illustrated in the case of the British 
ships lately seized and sunk in the Seine. The Prussians 
pave made reparation for that act, and the reparation 
has been accepted. This is right, provided it be fully 
understood that the compensation paid is given and ac- 

as reparation for an excusable violation of neutral 
rights. Bat if it be laid down that the seizure was not 
only excusable but in accordance with the law of nations, 
then we admit principles which must lead to dangers 
pereafter. There is no longer any practical question in 
the case, and it is therefore all the more convenient as 
an occasion for considering the principles of interna- 
tional law applicable to such cases. 

It is of course plain that prima facie one government 
is bound to respect the property of the subjects of 
another state, though there are many circumstances 
which justify a departure from the rule. We will con- 
sider in their order the doctrines which we have seen 
invoked as warranting the seizure of British ships by the 
Prussians in the particular case to which we refer. 

In the first place, it seems to be thought by some that 
those who. go to France or send their property there, 
must in all things take the chances of war, and fare as 
the French fare; that because Prussia is at war with 
France, and English ships are found in France, the Prus- 
sisns have therefore a right to make booty of them, just 
asif they were French, Bat this is a doctrine having 
no foundation in international law. Subject to certain 
exceptions, which we need not consider here, neutral 
commerce with either belligerent is as free during war as 
during peace; the movable goods of neutrals, wherever 
found, are no more liable to seizure than during peace. 
Vattel well expresses the rule when he says— 
“Since it is not the place where a thing is which deter- 
mines the nature of that thing, but the character of the 
person to whom it belongs, things belonging to neutral 
persons which happen to be in an enemy’s country, or 
on board an enemy’s ships, are to be distinguished from 
those which belong to the enemy.” Of course, neutrals 
must observe neutrality, and their goods may be seized 
to prevent or punish a breach of neutrality. But of the 
general rule there can be no doubt. Movable property, 
including ships, belonging to neutrals, found by one 
belligerent in the torritory of the other, are exempt 
from seizure. 

Secondly, we have seen it argued that the Prussians 
were in occupation as conquerors of the place where the 
docurrences in question took place, that as such 
they are to be regarded as the sovereign authority 
in the place, and that the appropriation of property, 
whether of subjects or foreigners, in case of emer- 
gency, is within the sovereign rights of every state. 
Now there can, of course, be no doubt that conquerors in 
‘tual ocoupation of conquered territory, of which they 
are the de facto rulers, are entitled to be recognised by 
foreign nations as the sovereign power in that territory. 
This is so, for instance, with the Prussians at present in 
Alsace and other parts of France. But to apply this 
doctrine to the case of a district overrun by the troops 
of both belligerents, where each town and village is in 
the hands of one party te-day and the other to-morrow, 
would be a monstrous extension of it. Again, it is 
perfectly true that sovereignty includes the dominium 
eminens by which the sovereign power overrides and 
defeats the proprietary rights of individuals. The 
sovereign power in England—namely, Parliament— 
exercises this right every time that it authorises a rail- 
way company to take land compulsorily, There is no 
limit to sovereign power. But all this has nothing to do 
with international duties or relations. If it were other- 
wise it would follow that no act done by the sovereign 
power in any state within its own territories vould be 
matter of complaint by any foreign government, It 
Would be perfeotly competent to the sovereign power in 
England to confiscate at a blow all property of foreigners 
resident in Hngland, But would no foreign state have 
aay right to complain ? 


A third ground relied upon by those who seek to justify 
the seizure of the British ships, is the so-called right of 
necessity, the doctrine that pressing necessity justifies 
acts which would otherwise be unlawful, the infringe- 
ment of rights which must otherwise be respected. This 
supposed right has been so often asserted and is so often 
loosely assumed that it requires some examination. 

This doctrine owes its origin to Grotius and the other 
writers of the same school, who talked of a law of nature, 
of a primitive state in which all things were in common, 
and of original contracts by which particular things and 
rights were appropriated to individual men and individual 
nations. They argued that such compacts, like all other 
compacts, must be construed with reference to ordinary 
circumstances, not to exceptional emergencies, which 
could not have been foreseen or provided for. Hence, 
they taught that in case of extreme necessity men and 
nations are remitted to the primitive state, and the rights 
of individuals need no longer be respected, 

Such being the philosophical origin of the doctrine of 
necessity, let us see exactly what the doctrine itself is. 
Vattel, its most popular defender, speaks of it as “the 
right which necessity alone gives to the performance of 
certain actions that are otherwise unlawful, when with- 
out these actions it is impossible to fulfil an indispensable 
obligation.” And we need hardly say that in Vattel’s 
view self-preservation is the most imperative of all obli- 
gations. Now, if we admit this doctrine we must further 
admit that necessity is only a term of degree. Necessary 
means only that which it would be exceptionally incon- 
venient to do without. And we must edmit also that the 
state which has to act must itself be the judge of the neces- 
sity for its act. One state could not allow another to sit 
in judgment and reviewits decision as to what is necessary 
for its own security. The doctrine of necessity, in short, 
resolves itself simply into this—that no nation need 
observe the law of nations, or respect the property of 
others, if it finds it highly inconvenient todoso. The 
rules of international law cease to be binding in the only 
case in which they are necessary; and might is right. 

But let us test this doctrine by its consequences. The 
acts which the tyrants’ plea has in fact been used to 
justify are simply all the grossest outrages in modern 
history :—the Milan Decrees, the British Orders in 
Council of the same date, the attack on Copenhagen, the 
massacre of Sinope. In the case of the orders in coun- 
cil in particular, the wholesale seizure by British cruisers 
on the high seas of American ships carrying corn to 
France was defended by the British Government on the 
strength of the very passage of Vattel from which we 
have cited. And lest it should be said that these are 
merely misapplications of a sound doctrine, let us see how 
its authors have themselves applied it. Here are some 
of Vattel’s illustrations. If you are in extreme want of 
food you may take it by force from your neighbours, pay- 
ing for it if youcan. Accordingly a Prussian general 
might be quite justified in helping himself to food from 
the granaries of Switzerland, or in crossing the Chaanel 
from Dieppe and requisitioning Brighton. Again, it is 
lawful to force a passage through your neighbour's terri- 
tory in case of real necessity, “for instance, if you can- 
not othorwise escape imminent danger.” Now, if ever 
men were in this predicament the Emperor and his 
troops were so at Sedan. And if Vattel be right they 
might, without offence to Belgium, have marched inte 
her territory and come out again where they could. 
Again, we are told that as .a nation. must fiad wives for 
her men, she may in case of emergency compel her 

neighbours to supply this want. And, like his prede- 
cessors, Vattel cites the precedent of the Sabine women. 
It is trae, he adds that, “though a nation is allowed to 
prooure for itself, even by force of arms, the liberty of od- 
taining women in marriage, no woman in particular ean 
be constrained in her choice, nor become by right the 
wife of the man who carries her off by force, a ciroum- 
stance which has not been attended to by those who 








have decided without restriction that the Romans did 
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not commit an act of injustice on that occasion.” But 
it is plain that here the learned author has let his 
humanity get the better of his logic. 

And if we consider the authority for this doctrine of 
necessity we must arrive at the same conclusion to which 
we have been led by other considerations. It is perfectly 
true that the doctrine is recognised in terms by the older 
writers on international law, and we have seen the 
kind of applications they made of it. But in proportion 
as men have come to think more clearly upon such sub- 
jects, this theory has been gradually rejected. Of the 
modern writers on the law of nations, some, like Haute- 
feuille and Pasquale Fiori, have boldly rejected the doc- 
trine altogether; others, as Kliiber, speak of it in 
terms which imply its rejection ; others, like Dana, Law- 
rence, Heffter, Gessner, without discussing the broad 
theory, distinctly repudiate its necessary practical ap- 
plications such as that Angaria of which we shall 
presently speak, No living writer of authority, so 
far as we know, has seriously defended the doctrine of 
necessity. 

But fourthly,some without invoking this broad theory 
of necessity, have applied to the case in question the 
somewhat narrower doctrine of Angaria. Angariais a 
supposed right of a belligerent state, in case of urgent 
necessity, compulsorily to borrow or press into its service 
any neutral ship which it may find in any of its own 
ports, or, we presume, in any port of the enemy. This 
so-called right is evidently no more than an instance of 
the general right of necessity. It can be supported only 
on the same grounds; and what we have said of the one 
is applicable to the other. In principle the doctrine of 
Angaria is equally indefensible; in its consequences it 
would be equally intolerable, for it would plainly justify 
the French Government at this moment in seizing all 
the British ships in Bordeaux and Marseilles, and turn- 
ing them into transports. It is true that Angaria is re- 
cognised by the earlier writers on international law, as 
is the doctrine of necessity in its broadest form. Luuis 
XIV., is said to have exercised the right of Angaria, but 
so he did some other rather strange rights. Modern 
writers are almost unanimous in repudiating any such 
right. Gessner, in a work dedicated to Von Roon, the 
Prussian War Minister, well describes it as an act of 
violence, having, “in fact, no foundation in international 
law. 

The truth is, necessity as a plea in excuse, a plea for 
the mitigation or remission of punishment, is a plea 
always of great, often of overwhelming force. But to 
admit it in any case as a plea in defence of any viola- 
tion of the known and ordinary rules of international 
law, would be to establish a precedent as dangerous as 
can be imagined. 





THE POWER OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS TO 
MAKE BYE-LAWS. 
No. IL 
We discussed last week the question—what bye-laws 
a town council is authorised to make under the first part 
of the 90th section of the Municipal Corporations Act 
5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 76), namely, “such as to them shall 
seem meet for the good rule and government of the 
borough,” We propose to-day to deal particularly with 
bye-laws made under the second part of the section, “ for 
the prevention and suppression of all such nuisances as 
are not already punishable in a summary manner by 
virtue of any Act in force throughout such borough.” 
Bye-laws made in pursuance of this power must of course 
only deal with nuisances, that is, with acts which are in- 
jurious to some legal right of the public, and as such in- 
dictable at common law—or eommon nuisances as they are 
technically termed. This rule is illustrated by the case of 
Lveritt v. Grapes (OW. B.C. L. Dig. 57,3 L. T. N. 8. 669). 
In that case a bye-law had been made by the Town Council 
of the Borough of Newport under this section, by which 
# fine was imposed on every person who should “‘ keep 





or suffer to be kept any swine within the said borough,” 
during certain times of the year. The Court of Queen’y 
Bench theught the bye-law bad, Crompton, J., remarking 
that “ Bye-laws of this kind always have [? ought to 
have] the qualification so as to be a nuisance.” This 
power, therefore, does not enable a town council to create 
any new offences, but only provides a more 
remedy for these already known to the law. The nui- 
sances must, moreover, be “such as are not already 
punishable in a summary manner by virtue of any Act 
in force throughout the borough.” There is some doubt, 
in the absence of any authority on the construction to 
be put on the words already and in force, which may 
refer to the date of the Act or to the date of making the. 
bye-law. The Legislature apparently either contem- 
plated all town councils at once preparing bye-laws to. 
last all time, or imagined that the law relating to 
summary convictions had reached such a pitch of per- 
fection that any alteration in it or addition to it was 
inconceivable. We have, however, to deal with the 
words and with facts as we find them; and as most of 
the Acts which punish offences (at all events nuisances) 
in a summary manner are of later date than the 
Municipal Corporations Act (cf. Okes’ Magisterial 
Synopsis, passim) it becomes very important to consider 
whether a bye-law is valid which deals with an offence- 
punishable by Act of Parliament when the bye-law was 
made, but not when the Municipal Corporations Act 
came into force. To uphold the validity of such a bye- 
law it may be contended that the word “ already ” (i.¢., 
up to this time) must refer to the time present when the 
Act was passed, and that if the word bears the meaning 
‘at the date of the bye-law being made ” to the expression 
“now in force ” would have been added, “ or hereafter to. 
be in force.” On the other hand the practical results 
of such a construction would be so awkward—the diffi- 
culty of discovering what offences were then punishable 
—and the utter want of reason for any such regulation 
would be so apparent, that in all probability any Court 
would hold that the words already and now in force must 
be taken to refer to the time when the bye-law was made. 
It is worthy of remark that, if the construction we have 
advocated be correct, the different words contained in 
the two divisions of the section “ as to the council shall 
seem meet,” and “not already punishable, &c.,” have 
almost the same force, as under neither power could a 
town council make bye-laws as to offences which are 
substantially already provided for by the Tegislature in 
another manner—whether the offences are dealt with by 
the Acts themselves or by bye-laws made under their 
authority, as may be done under some provisions of the 
Public Health and Local Government Aots, to which 
reference has already been made. The fact, however, 
that the offences are dealt with by bye-laws made under 
a common law power, before the passing of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, would not affect the: validity of the 
bye-laws made under that statute; for penalties for the 
infraction of bye-laws made under a common law power 
could not be recovered in a summary manner. 

But if a bye-law be valid when it is made, it by no 
means follows, that it will remain valid if the offence 
punished by it is subsequently made punishable in o 
summary manner by Act of Parliament. The intention 
of the Legislature probably was that no offence should be 
punishable by the bye-laws which was punishable by virtue 
of other provisions, but yet the bye-law is, by the words 
of the statute, declared valid when it is made, and there 
is no statutory provision directly putting an end to its 
validity. We will méntion only one other point on this 
part of the section, and it is one whieh is noticed in the 
notes on this section in Rawlinson’s Municipal Oorpora- 
tions Acts (ubi sup.)—viz., that the Aot punishing 
offences in a summary manner must be in force through- 
out the borough, and that, therefore; a local Act relating 
only to a part of a borough will not affect the validity of 
bye-laws in force through the whole borough, though 
relating to subjects dealt with by the Aot. 
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In framing bye-laws under this section care should be 
taken that the penalties provided for their infraction are 
certain. Some of the. text-books lay down this rule of 
the necessity of a fixed penalty in a rather too general 
form (Willcocks on Corporations, p. 154; Grant on Cor- 

ions, 84); but the case. of Piper v. Chappell (14 M. 
& W. 624) shows that it. must be to some extent quali- 
fied. In that case the penalty clause directed that 
persons refusing to pay certain fees should “ forfeit and 
pay to the master and wardens for the time being for 
every such default the sum of £5, or less at the discretion 
of the master and wardens, so it be not less than forty 
shillings,” and it was held that this method of fixing 
the penalty was reasonable and sufficiently certain, whilst 
it was remarked that the only authority to be found for 
the proposition contended for—viz., that the penalty 
must name a certain definite sum—was one put forward 
by counsel in argument in the case of Wood v. Sear | 
(Bridgman, 139), which might very well have been decided 
on other grounds. Now, if a bye-law, giving as a penalty 
acertain sum, which may be mitigated to a smaller one, 
is valid, itis difficult to see why a bye-law, leaving the 
penalty discretionary if it do not exceed a certain sum, is 
bad; one is practically no more arbitrary or unreasonable 
than the other, and the utmost amount that can be 
imposed is not more than the presumably reasonable one 
sanctioned by the Legislature. 

On the subject of void bye-laws, Mr. Grant, in his work 
on Corporations, page 88, remarks, ‘‘ Another rule, which 
may be stated as now being fully settled, is that a bye-law 
that is void in part is void wholly—e.g., if the penalty is 
unreasonable, the rest of the bye-law is vitiated thereby 
and becomes wholly inoperative and null.” He then 
quotes, cases in support of this proposition and refers also 
(in foot-note) to “ authorities on the other side,” which 
must, therefore, have been, if his text is correct, overruled, 
andone of whichis Rew v. Faversham (8 T. R. 352). 
Now there can be no doubt that the example given by 
Mr. Grant is good law, but the cases of Reg. v. 





Tundie (10 W. R. 267, 31 L. J. M. C. 157), and Black- 
pool Local Board v. Bennett (7 W. R. 382, 4 H. & 
N. 127) have since decided that the law, as laid down 
by Lord Kenyon in Rex v. Faversham, is correct— 
viz, that a bye-law may be good in part and bad in part, 
though only where the two parts are entire and distinct 


from each other. The case of Elwood v. Bullock (6 Q.B. 
383, cited by Mr, Grant to support his proposition) is 
teally an authority in favour of this view, for there the 
part of the bye-law held unreasonable could not be sepa- 
tated from the rest, and, therefore, vitiated the whole. 
Perhaps the moat correct way of stating the law would 
be to say that if two or more bye-laws, one or more 
bad and the rest good, were united, the badness 
of the one or more would not vitiate the rest; or, 
in the words of Willcocks on Corporations (I. 389, p. 161), 
“If a bye-law oonsist of several distinct and indepen- 
dent parts, although one or more of them may be void, 
the rest are equally valid as though the void clauses had 
been omitted . . . It appears to be now well estab- 
lished that the rule is applicable to the different clauses 
of the same bye-law, for when it consists of several 
particulars it is to all purposes ae several bye-laws, 
though the provisions are thrown together under the 
form of one,”’ This passage, though the book from 
which it is taken was published in 1827, is quite in 
accordance with the more recent decisions which we have 
quoted. We will conclude these remarks by referring 
to the remedies that may be had for the breach of a 
bye-law. By the 91st section of the Municipal Cor- 
poration Act it is enacted that all the provisions relative 
to offences against the Act, punishable upon summary 
conviction, shall be taken to apply to all offences com- 
witted in breach of any bye-law or regulation made by 
Virtue of the Act. In the note to this section in Raw- 
linson’s Municipal Corporations Acts, 4th ed. p. 163, we 





find :~“ Semble, that the remedies given by this section 
are cumulative, and will not debar the corporation from 


availing themselves of the usual common law mode of 
enforcing a bye-law by action of debt or assumpsit ” 
(Adley v. Reeves, 2M. & 8S. 61; Bodwick v. Fennell,1 . 
Wils. 183). Mr. Grant, on the other hand (Grant on 
Corporations, pp. 96, 97), remarks—* The Act, therefore, 
points out how the bye-laws made by virtue of it are to 
be enforced . . . and the corporation are pre- 
cluded .. it would seem from pursuing any other 
remedy.” He quotes in support of this view Dundalk 
Western Railway Company v. Tapster (1 Q. B. 670), and 
the following remark of Lord Denman, in giving the 
judgment of the Court of Queen’s Bench on that case, 
certainly helps to bear out his proposition, “ The right 
and remedy” (i.¢., to make a call for shares and to sue 
for the amount due in Dublin) “ are both created by the 
Legislature, and the company are bound to pursue the 
remedy provided by it.” At all events whichever of 
these two directly opposite opinions be correct, the point 
in dispute would be well open to argument, and we have 
referred to this and other points more for the sake of 
directing attention to them than of attempting to lay 
down with any certainty how a Court would treat a sec- 
tion involving so many points of difficulty. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
TENANT FOR LIFE AND REMAINDERMAN—RENEWABLE 
LEASEHOLDS. 
Re Wood’s Estate, V.C.J., 19 W. R. 59. 

In the leading case of Howe v. Earl Dartmouth (7 Ves. 
137, and 1 Wh. & Tu, Lead. Cas.) is enunciated the 
principle on which the Court of Equity acts in endea- 
vouring to make a fair adjastment between tenants for life 
and remaindermen. If a testator gives leaseholds, ter- 
minable annuities, or other “ wasting ”’ property, to one 
for life, with remainder to another, the equity rule is, 
that, in the absence of indications to the contrary, such 
property must be converted, in the interests of the re- 
mainderman; and conversely, in the interests of the 
tenant for life, where the property is of such a nature 
that its enjoyment can only commence in futuro. A 
principle of the same kind is at the bottom of the equity 
decisions as between tenants for life and remaindermen 
on the subject of renewal of ecclesiastical or other re- 
newable leaseholds, 

Where a testator bequeaths successive interests in re- 
newable leaseholds, and directs that the renewals shall 
be made, without prescribing how the charges of the re- 
newal are to be borne, the fines and expenses of renewal 
are to be apportioned between the tenant for life and the 
remainderman in proportion to their enjoyment; and, ac- 
cording to the decision of Lord Eldon in White v. White 
(9 Ves. 554), and of Vice-Chancellor Wigram in Jones v. 
Jones (5 Ha. 467), the proportion is to be struck accord- 
ing to the actual enjoyment, and not speculatively or by 
any calculation of probabilities in the adjustment of 
which there may be much difficulty. If a tenant for 
life is willing and able to advance the necessary sum 
himself, the difficulty is got over; the tenant for life ad- 
vances the money, on his death the proportion is deter- 
minable, and his estate has thereupon alien upon the pro- 
perty for the remainderman’s share. But where, as was 
the case in Jones v. Jones, the tenant for life will not ad- 
vance, there may be very great difficulty in working the 
matter out. As regards capitular and other ecclesiastical 
estates, a large proportion of which are now vested in the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, there are several Acts which 
empower trustees of renewable leaseholds to raise by 
mortgage funds for purchase of the reversion (see 17 & 
18 Vict, co, 116, 8, 3; 23 & 24 Vict. c. 124, as. 37, 38). 
In the Act of 17 & 18 Viot. the power is exercisable with 
consent of the Court of Chancery, to be obtained on peti- 
tion, and the Court will not give its consent if it con- 
siders that the arrangement would be unjust to the 
tenant for life (Hayward v, Pile, 18 W. R. 556). 
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These are all questions as to the manner in which the 
renewal is to be provided for. There is another question 
which sometimes arises—viz., What is to be done when 
the renewal becomes impossible ? 

In an old case of Zardiff v. Robinson, which came be- 
fore Lord Eldon in 1819, and is not reported except in the 
note to Morres v. Hodges (27 Beav. 625), a crown lease 
was settled in successive interests, with a direction to the 
trustees to renew, and that if upon any renewal a certain 
fund referred to and the rents in hand should prove in- 
sufficient to buy the renewal, the rents were to be ac- 
cumulated till the necessary amount should have been 
obtained. If a renewal was obtainable only on exorbi- 
bitant terms, the trustees might decline it, in which 
case the fund already accumulated was to be invested 
upon the same trusts as the original lease. A renewal 
became impossible in consequence of the property being 
taken to widen a street, and Lord Eldon held that, an 
eecumulation having become impossible, the tenant for 
life was entitleé thenceforth to all the rents. This case 
was never reported, but having been, in the words of 
Vice-Chancellor James, “ dug out of the oblivion to which 
it was consigned by the reporters of the day ” for the pur- 
poses of Morres v. Hodges, a note of it is appended to the 
report of that casein Beavan. No ratio decidendi is given; 
however, in Morres v. Hodges (ubi sup.), the Master of the 
Rolls considered it an authority binding him, somewhat 
against his own judgment, to award a fund to the tenant 
for life under the following circumstances:—The trust 
property was a capitular lease, and by the terms of the 
trust the trustees were to make every endeavour to 
renew op reasonable terms, and might raise the renewal 
money out of the rents. They had an accumulated fund 
for renewal in their hands when renewal became impos- 
sible on the reversion being transferred to the Ecclesias- 
tical Commissioners. Lord Romilly held himself bound 
by Zardiff v. Robinson to award the whole of the accu- 
mulations to the tenant for life. It cannot be consi- 
dered by any means certain that the decision in Morres 
v. Hodges would be upheld in the court of appeal. 
But however this may be, Lord Justice James lays down 
in the present case this runle—that whenever the creator 
of the trust has evinced an express design that the 
renewal should be always kept up as a continuing pro- 
vision for some of his beneficiares, and renewal becomes 
impossible, the property must be converted for the benefit 
of successors;—from which it will follow, a fortiori, 
that a tenant for life is not to claim an accumulation 
fund.’ Here the testator had settled two capitular leases 
in trustees for successive beneficiary interests, directing 
that the estates should be always renewed as a portion 
for younger children. A railway company bought the 
property under its compulsory powers; and the Lord 
Justice held that the purchase-money must be invested, 
the tenant for life receiving only the income. He put 
the case as the substitution of one kind of perpetual 
property for another. He also laid it down that, if a 
renewal had become impossible by the mere refusal of 
the lessors to renew (without the railway company’s pur- 
chase), it would thereupon have become the duty of the 
trustees to buy the reversion, in order to secure the con- 
tinuance of the property desired by the testator, they 
having the power to do so under the Act above cited. 


RECTIFICATION OF CLERICAL ERROR IN AWARD, 
Mordue v. Palmer, LJ3., 19 W. R. 86, L. B. 6 Ch. 22. 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon decided in Mordue v. Palmer 

(18 W. BR. 1068) that—notwithstanding the rulé in Hen- 
free v. Bromley (6 Hast, 309) (that, whenever an arbi- 
trator has signed and published his award, he is functus 
officio and cannot alter it)—an arbitrator may correct a 
clerical error in the award by issuing an amended award, 
where the time for making it has not expired. This deci- 
sion has been reversed by the Lords Justices. We noticed 
the Vice-Chancellor’s decision at the time (13 8, J. 892), 
We should regret’ that the Lords Justices felt themselves 





bound by the hard and fast rule of law referred to above, 
if it were not that the Common Law Procedure 

s. 8, provides a remedy in cases of the kind, by enabling. 
the Court to remit matters te the re-consideration of the 
arbitrator. But for this, the old rule conld hardly be. 
supported, in cases where the arbitrator desires to rectify 
a mere clerical error, and no fresh exercise of judgment. 
on his part is required. The decision of the Court of 
Appeal is on all-fours with the following: — 

‘« As soon as the award is made, the authority of the arbi- 
trator, having once been completely exercised according to 
the terms of the reference, isatan end. He is not at liberty, 
after executing the award, to exercise a fresh judgment on 
the case, and alter the award in any particular. he does. 
so in fact, the alteration will be merely nugatory, and the 
award, as originally written, will stand good; his act will 
be like a mere spoliation by a stranger. He is so entirely 


functus eficio that ke cannot even correct a manifest error in 


the calculation of figures, or, where the defendant is by the 
award directed to pay costs, substitute instead the name of 
the plaintiff, though such amendment be merely to make 
the expression of his will correspond with his original inten- 
tion” (Russell on the Power and Duty of an Arbitrator, 4th. 
ed., p. 128). 

On a later page (p. 490) is a reference to the original: 
decision in Mordue v. Palmer, to which the reader should 
now append a note of the reversal. 

The reader will note the decision that an arbitrator 
appointed by a Court of equity, with power to dispose of 
the costs, may award that they shall be paid as between. 
solicitor and client. 

FREEHOLD OF CHURCHYARD—RIGHT OF RECTOR. 
Ex parte Rector of Liverpool, V.C.M.,19 W. RB. 47. 
Ex parte Rector of St. Mary’s, Birmingham, V.0.M., 
ib. 95. 

The decision in the former of these cases might well 
have been left to rest on the simple ground that the 
parson of a parish is owner in fee of the churchyard. 
The soil is vested in him (35 Edw. 1, stat. 2, s. 1), and 
not the surface only, as appears to have been argued. {n 
the latter case, however, the Vice-Chancellor explained 
that in the Liverpool case he should have decided the 
same way if the freehold had not been in the rector, 
by reason of his perception of the profits, The parson, 
whether rector or vicar, is entitled to the profits, if any, 
of the churchyard, gud freeholder, though those rights in 
practice do not extend beyond the receipt of burial fees, 
and even these by special custom, may belong to the 
churchwardens; when the churchyard is closed for burial. 
purposes the freehold remains vested in the parson as 
before (Champneys v. Arrowsmith, 16 W. R. 277). 

In the Birmingham case a burial-ground at some 
distance from the parish church, acquired under an 
Act of Parliament for the use of the parishioners, and 
vested in the rector and churchwardens, was in ques- 
tion, and not a churchyard, as in the Liverpool case. 
The Vice-Chancellor decided that the rector was entitled. 
to the income of the fund arising from the sale of a por-: 
tion to a railway company, on the ground of his per- 
ception of the burial fees. The decision appears ques- 
tionable. The ground had been purchased by the parish 
out of the parish funds, for a parish burial-ground; and 
the use of it for such purpose having become impossible; 
the trust ought, we think, to have resulted in favour of 
the parish. 


ADMINISTRATION OF REAL ESTATS UPON SUMMONS. 
Moorat v. Moorat, M.R., 19 W. BR, 88. 

Upon the principle that remedial enactments ought to 
be construed liberally, the Court has made orders for the 
administration of real estate in suits commenced by 
summons in several cases where, according to the letter 
of the Act, bill ought to have been filed, The Act (15 
& 16 Vict. c, 86, 8. 47) enables such orders to be obtained 
on summons “ where the whole of suoh real estate is by 
devise vested in trustees, who are by the will empowered 
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to sell such real estate, and authorised to give receipts 
for the rents and profits thereof, and for the produce of 
the sale of such real estate;” and upon a strict construc- 
tion of the last section a bill in any other case must 
still be filed. In Pigott v. Young (7 W. R. 235), how- 
ever, Vice-Chancellor Kindersley made an order upon 
summons where the trust for sale was only implied, in 
consequence of a charge for debts upon the devised estate. 
The Master of the Rolls has even held that an order upon 
summons was properly made where the essential feature 
of a devise to the trustees was wanting, but there was 
an immediate power to sell and give receipts (Colman v. 
Jurner, 18 W. R. 963), and where the estate was by de- 
vise vested in the trustees, but the exercise of the power 
of sale was deferred for five years ( Moorat v. Moorat, sup.). 





COMMON LAW. 
SALE OF BREAD OTHERWISE THAN BY WEIGHT. 
Hill v. Browning, Q. B., 18 W. R. 21. 

There are two questions under the Sale of Bread Act 
(6&7 Will. 4, c. 37) which keep cropping up before 
magistrates—(1) What is compliance with the 4th sec- 
tion of this Act, which prohibits the sale of bread other- 
wise than by weight; and (2) the great ‘‘fancy bread” 
queation—whether tin and cottage loaves come within 
the exception with which the section concludes. This 
second question has not been decided in a superior court, 
but various magistrates’ decisions have passed, generally 
deciding that tin and cottage bread are not “ fancy”’ 
bread within the exception; and there can hardly be 
any doubt that they are not so. It has, by the way, been 
decided in R. v. Kennett (L. R. 4 Q. B. 567, 17 W. R. C. 
L. Dig. 37) that bread made from ordinary dough is not 
“fancy” bread merely from having been baked in 
separate loaves, instead of in batches. The other ques- 
tion arose in the present case. 

The penalty imposed by the enactment is, as the words 
“otherwise than by weight” denote, for selling by the 
lump or loaf, instead of by the pound. The Act aims at 
compelling bakers to sell good weight, but the means it 
uses to that end is the infliction of a penalty, not on sell- 
ing short weight, but by selling by another quantity, by 
the loaf instead of by the pound. The offence is, not 
that the bread sold happens to be under the weight which 
it professes to be, but that, the baker not having weighed 
the bread, he has really been selling by the lump instead 
of by weight; the fact ef the loaf being under its pro- 
fessed weight is merely presumptive evidence that it had 
not been weighed. 

The Act requires the baker to weigh the bread at the 
time of sale for any customer who requires it; but it 
would be unreasonable to expect a baker to make an in- 
variable practice of weighing every single loaf in his 
ehop. But though he need not weigh every loaf 
(except when asked to do so by the customer), he 
must at least test the weight of his batches somehow. In 
Jones v, Huwtable (15 W. R. 900, L, R. 2 Q. B, 460), 
the baker weighed the dough before putting it into the 
oven, and allowed 9 oz. to every 21b. for shrinkage 
in the oven; there was no weighing after baking. The 
Court of Queen’s Bench held that he was rightly con- 
victed of ‘selling otherwise than by weight.” -The jus- 
tice of that decision cannot be disputed, for the weight 
would be so uncertain after the baking that to sell these 
loaves without any further test was simply to sell by the 
loaf. The present case was really not arguable after that 
devision; here again it was in evidence that the baker’s 
practice was to weigh his dough before baking and al- 
low so many ounces over for oven shrinkage. Counsel 
attempted to distinguish the case on the ground that the 
deficiency in weight which led to the charge was not 
discovered by a weighing immediately after the sale, and 
that, therefore, the proseoutor ought to show that the 
deficiency was not due to a drying up of the bread since 
the sale. This, of course, was perfectly irrelevant, be- 
Cause, as we have said, the deficiency in weight is mere 





evidence, and if the selling otherwise than by weight is 
proved aliunde, as by evidence of what the baker actually 
did, it is immaterial whether or no there was any actual 
deficiency. Since, therefore, the Jaw requires the baker 
to use some test after baking, we imagine that its re- 
quirements will be complied with if he tests each batch 
by weighing a few loaves after drawing. This view was 
adopted in a case of Webb v. Manders, which came be- 
fore the Recorder of Dublin in October, 1868 ( Vide 12 
8. J. 1020). 








REVIEWS. 


Ancient Manorial Customs, Tenures, §c., of the County of 
Essex. By Ricwarp STEPHEN CHARNOCKE. London: 
Longmans. 

This is a curious and interesting antiquarian compilation. 
Some of the customs narrated are very extraordinary—so 
extraordinary, indeed, that we should not like to guarantee 
their goodness in point of law. Among other matters Mr. 
Charnock has raked together a complete history of the 
celebrated Dunmow Flitch practice—we can hardly venture 
to call it a ‘‘custom.’’ A most extraordinary practice is 
that which seems to have prevailed at Rochford, in this 
county, of holding for the honour of Raleigh (query, Ray- 
leigh ?), a midnight court called Lawless Court. No notice 
given to the tenants, the court to be held in the dark of 
night, and the signing of the rolls to be done by making a 
mark on a post with a large fire-brand. 


COURTS. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(In Banco, before the Lorp Curr Justice, and Biack- 
BURN, Metior, and Hannen, JJ.) 
Jan. 21, 24.—Reg. ¥. Avis. 

This case suggested rather than raised the important 
question whether, in a criminal case at common law, or 
under particular statutes, in the exercise of summary juris- 
diction, proceedings can be taken in the absence of the ac- 
cused or upon his appearance by attorney. The question 
arose thus :—A minor was charged under one of the Con- 
solidation Acts of 1861 A & 25 Vict. c. 97) with an offence 
(the pulling off a bell and breaking a window) which, 
though in the particular instance committed in a mere 
frolic, was punishable under the statute with imprisonment. 
The defendant being ill when the information was laid, his 
father instructed an attorney, who appeared for him and 
acknowledged the offence, presuming that the magistrates 
would be satisfied with the infliction of a fine. The magis- 
trates, however, thinking it necessary to make an example, 
inflicted a sentence of three weeks’ imprisonment. The 
conviction was now objected to on behalf of the defendant, 
as having been obtained without jurisdiction, on the ground 
that the case had been treated as a criminal case, and that 
in a criminal case—that is, a proceeding by way of 
punishment as distinguished from mere ty—there 
could be no trial in the absence of the accused, and, abere 
all, that a plea of guilty could not be taken from an attor- 
ney on behalf of the party ch , especially in the case 
of an infant, who, it was said, could not appear by attorney. 

Thesiger, in support of the conviction, cited R. v. Simpson 

1 Str. 44); R. v. Haddock (2 Str. 1100); R. v. Tanner (2 
rd Raym. 1284); Bessel? v. Wilson (1 E. & B. 489, 500) ; 
and Ex parte Hopwood (15 Q. B. 121, a conviction under 
the Factory Act). He also relied on Jervis’s Act (11 & 12 
Vict.), even supposing the common law did not apply. 

Sir J. Karsiake, Q.C. ( Woollet? with him), argued that, as 
to the statutes, the conviction was under one of the recent 
Consolidation Acts, which did not contain any provision on 
the subject, so that Jervis’s Act (even if itwould warrant the 
conviction) did not apply. As to the common law on the 
subject, he showed that none of the authorities came up to the 
present case, which was a criminal one. It was the undoubted 
course of practice and the unbroken tradition of the law that 
no criminal proceeding could be taken in the absence of the 
acoused ; at common law no plea was ever taken from any 
one but the party acoused himself, even although repre- 
sented by counsel and attorney. He also mentioned, as in 
favour of the defendant's contention, a recent case in this 
court—of a woman tried for porjury and eonvicted, but 
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who had left the country when sentence was given, and on 
whom this Court refused to pass sentence in her absence, 
on the ground that no sentence of punishment for a criminal 
offence could be passed in the absence of the accused. 

The Court gave judgment in favour of the defendant, 
the appellant, and quashed the conviction, but upon the 
ground that it did not appear that the attorney who 
appeared had been instructed by the accused, or that his 
— in instructing him bad done so with the authority of 

son. 

The Lorp Curzr Justice, however, observed that the 
Court were far from saying that even a minor might not 
appear and plead by attorney, and still further from saying 
that an adult might notdo so. But in this case it did not 
appear that the father had authority from the son to instruct 
an attorney for him. 

Buacksuen, J., also said that at common law a man 
might appear and plead ‘‘not guilty” by attorney in a 
case of misdemeanour, and if he could not plead ‘not 
guilty” by attorney, it should seem he might plead “ guilty ” 
in that way. 

The other Jupces concurred in the decision on the facts 
= — particular case, but expressed no opinion on the point 
of law. 

Conviction quashed. 





COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Lincotn’s-Inn Fries. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Rocuz, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Jan, 24.—Re Maitland. 
Bankruptey Act, 1869, s. 34. 

This case came before the Court in pursuance of a report 
made by the Registrar under section 34 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869. 

It appeared that on the 5th of November a petition for 
adjudication was filed against W. L. Maitland, a non-trader, 
by Mr. F. A. Marshall, the act of bankruptcy alleged being 
the non-payment of a debt in respect to which a summons 
under seetion 7 had beenissued. On Dec. 7 adjudication 
‘was made, and the 21st appointed forthe first meeting. At 


that sitting no creditor attended and the proceedings were 
adjourned until Jan. 11, when the Registrar reported that 
one creditor only had proved, that no creditor had attended 
the sitting, and that no trustee had been appointed. It ap- 


that the bankrupt was not in attendance at the sitting 
and that he had not filed any accounts. The claim of the 
petitioning creditor amounted in the aggregate to £1,100. 
Reed, for the petitioning creditor, in support of an order 
to continue the proceedings, cited Ex parte the English 
Joint Stock Bank, re Finney (19 W. R 140), where the Lords 
Justices held that a sole creditor was entitled to make his 
debtor a bankrupt, and ought not to be deprived of the 
remedies which the law gave him without some very 
strong reason. In the present case the bankrupt sought to 
set the Court at defiance by not appearing at the first 
meeting, and it was doubtful whether he would be entitled 
to oppose the application. 
Mr. Aldridge (solicitor) watched the case on behalf of the 
registrars. 
Mr. Registrar Rocus said that the present case stood upon 
a different basis to that of Hx parte the English Joint Stock 
Bank, Re Finney. Here the bankrupt had not filed any 
statement of accounts showing either what debts he owed or 
what assets he possessed ; he had not conformed to the law, 
and he left to chance any order which the Court might make. 
In one of the first cases which came before the Court (Re 
Hicistad, 14 8. J. 629), and which did not appear to have 
been cited in the case before the Lords Justices, the 
Chief Judge had laid down the principle that the 
registrars ought to exercise an intelligent discretion 
by endeavouring to ascertain whether there was pro- 
perty to be realised, so as to make it expedient to continue 
the proceedings, or whether the bankruptcy was intended 
to be continued with some ulterior object. In Hieistad's 
case the bankrupt was a shipbroker’s clerk; he had no 
eatate, and it seemed-that the only result of a continuance 
of the bankruptcy would be to keep him out of employ- 
ment. ‘There the Court, in the exercise of its discretion, 
annulled the bankruptcy, but in this particular case, in the 
absence of the bankrupt, it was impossible to say whether 
there was any property to be realised—he had not given 
any information upon the subject—and the learned Registrar 
thought he should strain the law if he were to annul the 





adjudication. There would, therefore, be an order that the 
bankruptcy be proceeded with in the usual manner in such 
cases; and steps must he taken to compel the bankrupt to 
finish the n accounts. 

Solicitors for the petitioning creditor, Lawrance, Plews, 
Boyer, § Baker. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
MaipsTone, 
(Before J. J. Lonspaun, Esq., Judge.) 
Dec. 13 ; Jan. 17.—Ez parte Jennings, Re Graham, 
Solicitor’s lien—Bankruptey. 

This was a motion made to the Court on behalf of Mr, 
William Grosvenor Jennings, proctor and soliciter, for an 
order that Thomas Langridge, the trustee under the bank. 
ruptcy of A. M. Graham, should be at liberty to pay the 
amount of the dividend of five shillings in the pound 
already declared, together with the amount of any further 
dividend thereafter to be declared under the bankruptcy, on 
the debt appearing to be due to Major Charles John Patter. 
son, to Mr. Jennings instead of to the said C. J. Patterson, 

The facts which gave rise to the motion, so far as they are 
material, may be thus stated :— 

In January, 1869, Mr. R. W. Jennings, proctor and 
solicitor, the father of the present applicant, was retained 
by Major C. J. Patterson to act in a suit then about to be 
commenced in her Majesty’s Court for Divorce and Matri- 
monial causes, for the dissolution of the marriage of C. J. 
Patterson with his wife, by reason of her adultery with A. 
M. Graham. 

In pursuance of such retainer, Mr. Jennings sen., until 
his death on the 28rd June, 1869, acted in the conduct of 
the suit, and shortly after the date of his death the appli- 
eant was retained to continue the proceedings. 

On the 9th Feb. 1870, a decree nisi was pronounced by 
the Court dissolving the marriage, and A. M. Graham was 
by such decree condemned in the costs; and the damages 

inst him were assessed at £500. 

In the following month A. M. Graham was adjudicated a 
bankrupt in this court, and at the first meeting Thomas 
Langridge was appointed trustee. 

Sebeequently to the appointment a proof by CO. J. Patter. 
son in respect of the damages and costs in the suit asa 
debt from the estate of the bankrupt was forwarded to the 
trustee, but rejected by him, and on appeal this Court 
reversed that decision to the extent of admitting the amount 
of costs asa proof against the estate subject to taxation, 
and the amount had subsequently been ascertained at 
£829 1s. 8d. The trustee had declared a dividend of five 
shillings in the pound. 

The applicant alleged that he had applied to C. J. Pat- 
terson for payment of the amount of his costs, but without 
success ; and Patterson had also refused to sign a proxy or 
authority for payment of the dividend ; that 2729 1s. 8d., 
the balance of costs, was still due to him; that Patterson 
was a person entirely destitute of means, and if he were 
allowed to receive the dividends from the trustee, the appli- 
cant would lose the entire benefit thereof. 

Brough in support of the motion.-—By the 66th section 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, the Coumty Court had in 
addition to its ordinary # ode: all the powers and jurisdic- 
tion of a judge of the Court of Chancery ; and by the 72nd 
section it had a general power to decide all questions 
arising under Le ra, 8 The sole question here was 
whether the 4olicitor had a lien upon the dividends. He 
submitted that Courts of Equity would always extend their 
protection to solicitors by granting orders for the preven- 
tion of their clients receiving money in suits in which they 
were engaged until payment of their bills; and in the 
Common Law Courts the attorney had this additional pro- 
tection—that he could not be removed from the conduct of 
an action unless by consent or upon payment of his bill. 
In 1 Tidd’s Practice, 338, all the old cases were collected 
which established that the attorney had a lien upon the 
money recovered by his client for his bill of costs. In 
Ex parte Bryant, Re Cumming, 2 Rose, 237, it was held that a 
solicitor had a lien upon costs ordered to be paid to his 
client upon a petition in bankruptcy, although there was no 
fund in court; nor could the client release the benefit of 
the order to the prejudice of a solicitor. He cited also 
Cross upon Liens, pp. 216, 217, 218; Archbold’s Common 
Law Practice, tit. Lien for Costs. 
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Mr. Norton, solicitor, for the trustee, 

Mr. Brutton, solicitor, for Major Patterson.—At common 
law a solicitor had a lien upon the fruits of an action which 
he brought, but the fund in this case was not in the same 
court as that in which the suit was instituted. The proper 
course for Mr. Jennings to adopt was to move the Divorce 
Court for an order for payment to him of the dividend, and 
this Court had no jurisdiction to deal with the matter. 

Brough, in reply. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

Mr. Lonspats.—A debt for the costs in a suit for the 
dissolution of the marriage of Major Patterson with his wife, 
‘by reason of adultery with the bankrupt, having been proved 
by Major Patterson and Mr. Langridge, the trustee under 
the bankruptcy having declared a dividend of five shillings 
in the pound, this Court was moved on the 13th December 


last on behalf of Mr. Jennings, the solicitor and proctor of | 


Major Patterson in the divorce suit, to order the trustee to 


pay such dividend and any further dividend on Major Pat- | 
terson’s debt to Mr. Jennings instead of to Major Patterson. | 
An application was also filed by the trustee on the same day | 


for directions in relation to the same matter. The grounds 


upon which the Court was asked to make this order were | 


that Major Patterson was insolvent and that he had a lien 


upon the dividends payable to Major Patterson for the | 
uestion of lien I reserved | 


amount of his costs. Upon the 
my decision. The conclusion I have come to after conside- 
ration is, that such lien does exist, or if Mr. Jennings’ claim 
¢annot in strictness be called a lien, yet that it attaches as a 
charge upon Major Patterson’s debt, and that the dividends 
thereon ought to be paid to Mr. Jennings. There can be no 
doubt that if Mr. Graham had not been a bankrupt, and had 
paid Major Patterson the costs.recovered in the divorce suit, 
after notice from Mr. Jennings not to do so till his bill had 
been first satisfied, Mr. Graham would have had to pay over 
again the amount of such costs. The law was so laid down 
in Read v. Duppa, 6 Term Rep. 361. In Welsh v. Hole, 1 


Dougl. 238, Lord Mansfield said that a payment after such | 
aotice would be in the payer's own wrong, and like aying | 
would | 
have been the case if Mr. Graham had not been a bankrupt, | 


debt which had been assigned after notice. Suc 
and it seems to me clear that if the trustee under his bank- 
ruptcy and who stands in his place were to pay Major Pat- 
terson a dividend on the debt after notice from Mr. Jennings 
not to do so till his bill had been paid, he would be liable to 
py Mr. Jennings over again. Under these circumstances, 
as 


expedient to decide for the purpose of doing complete justice 


in any case of bankruptcy coming within the cognizance of , 
the Court, I have come to the decision that Mr. Langridge, | 


the trustee should, and I therefore direct that he do pay to 
Mr. Jennings instead of to Major Patterson the amount of 
the dividend of five shillings in the pound, together with the 


amount of any further dividend hereafter to be declared in | 


respect of the debt, until such time as the claim of Mr. Jen- 
nings, amounting to £729 1s. 8d. has been fully satisfied. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Tomutnson Hrszert, barrister-at-law, and 
M.P. for Oldham, has been appointed Under-Secretary of 
State for the Home Department, in succession to Mr, E. H. 
Knatchbull-Hugessen, who has been transferred to the 
Colonial Office. Mr. Hibbert is the son of the late Elijah 


Hibbert, Esq., of Oldham, by Elizabeth, daughter of the | 


late A. Hilton, Esq., of the same place. He was born in 
January, 1824, and was educated at the Shrewsbury 
Grammar School, whence he proceeded to St. John’s Col- 
lege, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1847 (37th 


junior optime). In May, 1849, he was called to the bar at | 


the Inner Temple, but does not appear to have practised. 
He was an unsuccessful candidate for Oldham in April, 
1859, but was returned to Parliament as member for that 


the session of 1865—6 he introduced the ‘“ Execution 
within Gaols” Bill, which has since become law. Mr. 
Hibbert married, in 1847, Eliza Anne, eldest daughter of 
Andrew Schofield, Esq., of Oldham, by which lady he has 
issue a son and a daughter. 


_Mr. Freperick Josern Sypnzy Evercomen, M.A., bar- 
aister-at-law, has been appointed Private Secretary to Lord 


Lawrence, chairman of the London School Board, Mr. Edge- 
combe was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in November, 
1857, and has practised as an equity draughtsman and 
conveyancer. 

Mr, Gipgon Cotaunown Sconce, barrister-at-law, hasbeen 
appointed Clerk of the Court of Small Causes at Calcutta. 
Mr. Sconce was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
June, 1864, and for a short time went the Western Circuit. 

Mr. Joun Reep Donan, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been 
appointed by the Poor Law Board to be Auditor of the 
West Cumberland Audit District, which office became vacant 
by the death of Mr. R. F. Yarker, solicitor, of Ulverston. 





have power under the 72nd section of the Bankruptcy | 
Act, 1869, to decide all questions which I may deem it | 


; Composition on leaving .. 
borough in May, 1862, and at every subsequent election. In | 


Mr, Donald was certificated in 1839, and is a member of the 
| Solictors’ Benevolent Association. 
Mr. A. Carprnter, of No. 3, Elm-court, Temple, has 
been appointed a London Commissioner to Administer Oaths 
| in Chancery and at Common Law. 
Mr. Wri11tam Parr, of Ormskirk, Lancaster, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to Administer Oaths in Chancery. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Mr. Hanxrn’s Case. 

| Sir,—As your criticism on the merits of my contention 
| with the Benchers of Lincoln’s-inn was necessarily based on 

an imperfect acquaintance with the completed details of the 

controversy, which was not entirely terminated at the cate 

of your issue, will you do me the favour of reproducing in its 

perfect form, as enclosed, the history of the transaction in 

the Solicitors’ Journal? I beg leave to assure you, and, if 

you will permit me, your readers, that I have no desire save 
, for a strict, impartial verdict; and in case that be given 
| against me by candid public opinion, I shall bear my loss, 
however heavy a one to me, with such philosophy as an 
honest man may command. 

C. W. Hanxmm, B.A. 


Sir,—In aid of my plea, let me assure you that not only 
members of the barristerial part of the legal profession have 
earnestly pressed me to abide the prosecution of Lincoln’s 
Inn (which I have not dared to do) with a view to raising 
publicly this and other issues arising out of arbitrary con- 
duct towards students, barristers, and solicitors who have 
chanced to commence life as students of the inn. 

C. W. Hawai, B.A. 

King Edward VL’s Grammar School, 

Southampton. 


[To these letters are appended some lengthy letters of Mr. 
Hankin’s, extracted from the Hampshire Independent, re- 
printing, inter alia, Mr. Hankin’s letter to the Daily Neves, 
| already noticed by us. Omitting some pemages in which 

Lincoln’s Inn is compared to certain Trades Unions and to 
| the den of Cacus, the only facts added to the history of the 
| transaction are that the reduction of the amount of the with- 

drawal fine made in 1863 was not made known to Mr. 
| Hankin till his second controversy with the Society in 1868 ; 
| that Sir Roundell Palmer is not among the eminent persons 
who have expressed their sympathy with Mr. Hankin’s 
cause ; that Mr. Hankin has instructed his solicitor “to pay 
| my ransom, about £30, and rescue me. if possible, from my 
| brethren ;” and that the ‘‘ ultimatum of Lincoln's Fnn’’ was 
the subjoined bill:— 
Absent commons from the end of Trinity Term, 1867, 
to the end of Trinity Term, 1870 .. ve .. £16 16 
Commons for Michaelmas Term, 1870. . art st 1 
| Chapel dues from Trinity Term, 1869, to Trinity 
Term, 1870 es ee ee ee ee ee 
Dues for Michaelmas Term, 1870 ° 
cn, for Hilary Term, 1871 es ee 
ues se¥ one kee ‘ 


£21 11 
ow oe g 


£24 14 


| We see nothing in the above to-induce us to ara the 
J. 


opinion expressed in our former remarks.—Ep, S, 





An Ap Vatorem SCALE FOR ConvRBYANCING CHARGES. 
Sir.—The subject of a general ad valorem scale of charges 


_ for conveyancing business is again engaging the attention of 
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the maoeion, the late statute (33 & 34 Vic. cap. 28) having 
egaised ta 


1 between solicitors and their clients. 

ay I ask you to insert the enclosed seale by way of 
drawing forth the opinions of your readers, as to its being too 
liberal or the reverse ? 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society are now 
engaged in considering the question, and the present time 
seems opportune for reopening the discussion of it which 
took place in your columns some years ago. 

I should particularly like to hear the views of your 
readers as to whether the limit of £3,000 should not be 
£4,000, or even £5,000. M.LL. 8. L 

Liverpool, Jan. 24. 

Proposed ad valorem scale of charges for conveyancing business, 
exclusive of disbursements, 


1,000 
r 
000 


te 

«, Minimum Fee. 
Cent. up to 
Commission 

* Cent. from £1 
to £3,000, 

«, Commission per 

* Cent. on £3,000 

Scand upwards. 


« Commission 


Vendor's solicitor— 

Forarranging a sale of property 
by private contract, including 
the preparation of the contract 

For conducting a sale or at- 

i sale of property by 
public auction, including the 


to 
o 
— 
Oo 


preparation of the conditions of 
sale and contract ae s 
For preparing a contract for sale 
when sale not arranged by the 
solicitor .. ee ee ee 
Deducing title to freehold pro- 


Dike Lasenitd peperty’” 
easehold pro oe 
Ditto aedion : oe 

Perusing and copy draft convey- 

ance, and ing execution 
thereof, including a statutory 
declaration of execution in case 
of registered land... de 

Procuring execution and acknow- 
Tedgment of deed by married 
woman .,. “ o os 

Mortgagor’s solicitor— 

Charges for deducing title and 
perusing, &¢., mortgage—same 
as vendor's solicitor. 

For procuring and arranging for 
loan when arranged through 
another solicitor es oe 

Purchaser’s solicitor— 

For arranging a purchase of pro- 
perty by private treaty, includ- 
ing the of contract and 
engrossing one part .. ee 

. For perusing, &c., contract, and 
engrossing one part when pur- 
chase not arrranged by the 
solicitor ., oe - oe 

For investigating title to free- 
hold property .. - oe 

Ditto, leasehold property 

Ditto, registered property ee 

as reparing conveyance, in- 

cluding ra ne tion, and pro- 

curing lan certificate in ee 

of registeredland ., ee 
Mortgagee’s solicitor— 

Charges for investigating title 
and preparing mortgage—same 

_ as purc ss solicitor. 

For arranging loan oo peti 20.5, : 9305 nb:10 
_ Counsel’s assistance not to be obtained as of course, but only 
in difficult cases. 

If a solicitor peruses a draft on behalf of more than one per- 
son (not being persons in the same interest), he is to charge £2 
for each additional person for making a copy of the for 
such person’s use, and for procuring his execution of the deed ; 
but no extra commission is to be charged. 

If a deed is acknowledged by a married woman, her solicitor 
to charge £3 extra for procuring her acknowledgment. 

If vendor's solicitor acts for purchaser, or mo or’s solici- 
tor for mortgagee, he is not to ge entitled to any fee for investi- 
gating the title, if previously investigated by him. 

: If mortgagor's solicitor acts for mortgagee, or mortgagee’s s0- 
licitor for mortgagor, only one commission is te be charged for 
arranging the loan. 





BREACH OF COVENANT TO INSURE. 

Sir,—I solicit opinions upon the following case, which 

rests in a great measure on the construction of the Act 
iving relief my saa forfeiture on breach of covenant to 
insure in a lease 

A. purchases from B. the residue of a term of years granted 
by lease of property at X. On completion of the purchase 
neither the policy nor the receipt for premium is produced, 
but B.’s solicitors give an undertaking to produce the receipt 
for premium. Supposing B. has omitted to insure, would A. 
be entitled to relief under the statute, having before 
completion insured property in his own name; and if 
A. would not be entitled to such relief, will A. have 
an action onthe covenant by B. that he has good right to 
assign for quiet enjoyment, &c. (that is, if it hap that 
the freeholder cout and did take ne of the new in- 
surance by the lessee), or would A. be precluded from main- 
taining the action, on the ground that he should have satisfied 
himself of the performance of the covenant to insure ? 

B. has no express notice of any breach whatever. The 
excuse given at the completion by A. was that his papers 
were in such a mess he couldn't find the receipt. 

London, Jan. 23. J.C, 





Tue Bankruptcy Act, 1869—DovBLE Proor, 
Sir,—A. B., C. D., and E. F. are jointly and severally 
liable on note or undertaking to G. H. for, say £1,000 
money borrowed. A. B. has had the use of the money bor- 
rowed, and the other two have joined simply for 
securing repayment. A. B. has become bankrupt without 
having repaid the £1,000, which remains owing to G. H., and 
G. H. has proved for his debt upon A. B.'s estate, from 
which he will get only a small part of his debt, and as to 
the remainder will be left to his remedies against C. D. and 
E. F. Having regard to the comprehensive description of 
debts proveable in bankruptcy, set out in section $1 of the 
resent Bankruptcy Act, is there a legal right in C. D. and 
F., or either of them, to make separate re of debt u 
A. B.’s estate for the same liability, and if so, under what 
circumstanees? Or will any of your readers say what is the 
ractice in caseslike it, which must be of frequent occurrence! 
he writer has had before him an analogous case, where it has 
been attempted to urge a right of proof on the part both of 
the person who lent the money and of the persons who 
guaranteed the repayment, and several lawyers have 
expressed misgivings as to how far the urging of such a right 
can be maintained. The question is an important one, and 
one that must have a bearing upon many estates now in 
course of liquidation. LuDovIQueE. 
Jan. 24. 





Coroners’ [nquests. 

Sir,—Are attorneys and solicitors exempt from serving as 
jurors on coroners’ inquests ? 

By section 2 of the Act of Geo. 4, o. 50, they are 
exempted from serving as such for the trial of issues in the 
courts named in section 1. 

But section 52 provides that coroners shall take all 
inquests by jurors by the same description as they had been 
accustomed to do before. 

Perhaps one of your correspondents will answer the or 
tion. R. W. 





LiquipatTion Periti0oN an Act or BANKRUPTCY. 


Sir, -—In your report of Re Bebbington, before the county 
court judge at Manchester, it is stated that a petition “ not 
containing a direction of inability to pay debts,” is not an 
act of bankruptcy. One is now frequently surprised by 
decisions in the local courts, but this one, I think, deserves 
some attention. This petition is required by rule 252 to be 
according to the form in the schedule, and such form com- 
mences thns:—‘ That your petitioner alleges that he is 
unable to pay his debts," &. The same petition must have 
been used in Re Jones, and certainly was used by me in Re 
Norton, His Honour’s judgment is therefore incomprehen- 
sible in saying “ The act Of baabengtoy was stated to be the 
mere filing of the petition, whereas in Re Jones the peti- 
tion claimed on the face of it the statement — by the 
debtor that he was unable to pay his debts. That distin- 
guished the two cases.” 

Is it possible that by some error the petition at Man- 
chester was not ina form and the allegation of inability 
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was omitted? I cansee no other way of distinguishing the 
cases, or for any variance in the form of petition. 
G. Manney WetHeERFIELD. 


1, Gresham-bnildings, E.C., Jan. 23. 








IRELAND. 


COURT OF COMMISSIONERS OF CHURCH 
TEMPORALITIES. 
(Before Viscount Moncx and the Right Hon. Mr. Justice 
Lawson. ) 
In re the Right Rev. the Lord Primate. 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37. 

Appeal in this case was taken from an order made by Mr. 
Justice Lawson, in chamber, directing the payment by the 
‘Lord Primate of taxes levied on his income for the year 1870 
as Primate of Armagh. 

Ball, Q.C. (Todd, Q.C., and Dobiyn, with him), for the 
appellant.—This matter is a casus omissus in the Act. 

e intention of the framers of the statute cannot 
be regarded, and there is nothing to meet this case 
inside the four corners of the Act. The 11th section, dis- 
solving the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, provides that “all 
property, real and personal, at the date of the passing of 
the Act vested in or belonging to the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners is transferred to and vested in the Commissioners 
appointed under this Act, subject to all tenancies, charges, 
incumbrances, rights (including tenants’ rights of renewal), 
or liabilities affecting the same.” In the interpretation 
clause it is stated that ‘‘ property” shall include things in 
action and rights of action. Has this transferred the right 
to assess, levy, and receive taxes? Theinterpretation clause 
has only expanded the 11th section so as to include choses 
in action, in order that after the dissolution of the former 
existing corporation of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
any debt due by the clergy may be still recoverable. This 
annual payment, created y the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37, is not 
there regarded as property but only as a tax or impost. Poor- 


rate was not then in existence, but by its subsequent intro- 
duction the payment of the entire poundage by the —~ 
the 


added a new burden. In order to enforce payment of 
rates the 22nd section enabled the Courts of Chancery or 
Exchequer, on the hearing of a summary petition, and upon 
the preduction of a certificate under the corporate seal of 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners of such tax being in arrear, 
to issue a sequestration. The perpetual fluctuation as to 
poor-rate and instalments for building purposes subsequently 
made it necessary that the clergy s ould send in a new 
valuation every year. The scale in the schedule graduated 
the tax from 2} per cent. on £300 a-year to 15 per cent. 
to all incomes exceeding £1,195 a-year. The Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners accordingly got a statutable power to levy 
an impost, for which purpose they could issue a commission 
and get returns. In a certain sense they acted judicially 
and had a power of investigation in addition to their pro- 
prietary right. The impost on the clergy, who formed an 
estate of the realm, was of a public character, having no dis- 
tinction in law from a rate or assessment made by a vestry. 
The 66th section, in dealing with an undoubted matterof rate, 
uses the same words “to make, applot, or levy any rate or 
assessment.” We contend that “property,” never yet 
—_ to a vestry-rate or assessment, is equally inapplic- 
able to a rate levied in the manner this was, and cannot be 
applied to an estate of the community more than if all 
were subject to it, so that “ property” cannot a tax. 
in, were it intended so to carry a tax,it would need 
_—~ words to fulfil this purpose. The 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 
37, only empowered certain persons, viz., the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners first to assess and then to levy this tax. The 82 
& 33 Vict. c. 42, should have given the Commissioners of the 
Church Temporalities such powers to assess and levy as were 
by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. It has 
abolished the procedure for such a purpose created by the 
former Act, and till a proper tribunal shall decide the 
liability, the clergy are free from this tax in 1870. How 
could it be recovered ? No certificate under the seal of the 
now-abolished Ecclesiastical Commissioners would be evi- 
dence, nor does the Act show that in this respect the old 
Commissioners have been succeeded in continuation by the 
new Commissioners. They are two distinct corporations, 
differing in name, special powers, and mode of relief, When 
there are all these omissions, and “property” does not 





carry this tax, does the Act itself supply these defects? 
Now the intention of the Legislature is to be derived from 
the words of the statute: Fordyce v. Brydges (1 H. L. 
1.) A power to 1 a charge on the public must be 
pod cao Sea or the public: Stockton and Darlington 
Railway Company v. Barrett (11 Cl. & F.590) ; in. dubio, 
you are always to lean against the construction which imposes 
a burden on the subject. Now, before you impose a tax 
which requires express legislative provisions to authorise, 
you must make the case rest beyond all reasonable doubt: 
Shaw v. Ruddin (9 I. C. L. 221). [Lawson, J.—The ques- 
tion is whether the right to receive the tax has been trans- 
ferred. The statute directs that the benefices shall remain 
charged with the tax.] Yes, if the tax had been estimated. 
But there has been, and always will be, a fluctuation, and 
the power of adjudicating has been taken away. The pro- 
cedure respecting arrears due after the death of any spiri- 
tual person (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37, ss, 25 & 26), was a system 
entirely artificial, and confined to that case. For it there is 
required a certificate, under the seal of the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners, which would not be received in evidence now. 

Law, Q.C., and M. J. Barry, for the Attorney-General.— 
The right of the Commissioners to deduct a tax has been 
already asserted by them in the case of the Rev., William 
Smyth King (G. Atkins’ Irish Church Reports, 43. As 
to the provisions of the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37, the 
valuation directed in section 14 was necessary at the 
institution of the tax. A revaluation might have been 
made at the pleasure of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 
but need none have been or This — section ~ 
imposed on livings, &c., the payment a t 
a a So, in section 18 everything was left to the 

leasure or discretion of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. 
The Legislature imposed the tax on all benefices exceed- 
ing £300 in yearly value, and the Commissioners had 
a to classify the Bre Allowances were made, and, 
no doubt, all power of further adjustment is now taken 
away since what has existed for many years back has been 
considered a fair system for the future. The 22nd section 
only directed a cheap mode of J ater to enforce PY 
ment, which can still be enforced by filing a bill m 
, &c. [Lawson, J.—Does the Act enablea clergy- 
man to demand anew valuation?}] The 18th section allows 
@ clergyman to make a new return only to enable the Com- 
missioners to make a fresh valuation. 

Todd, Q.C., in reply.—There must be an annual revision, 
for poor-rate, county cess, and income tax are three fluctua- 
ting, Conneniate Were the Poor Law Commissioners 
abolished and the poorhouses transferred to the Secretary of 
War for barracks, would he have power to levy poor-rates ? 

Lawson, J.—A question of considerable importance has 
been argued before us in this case—viz., the right of the 
Commissioners to receive and enforce the tax payable by 


archbishops and bishops to the late Ecclesiastical Commis-, 


sioners, under 3 & 4 Will. c. 37. The llth section of the 
Irish Church Act transfers to the Commissioners all property 
real and personal, at the date of the passing of the Act, 
vested in and belonging to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 
subject to all liabilities affecting the same. The word 
‘¢ property ’’ is a term of the largest comprehension known 
to the law, and in construing wills and other instruments 
has always been held—unless restrained or controlled by 
other expressions—to pass ev ing belonging to the per- 
son making the disposition. e word must receive at 

an full a meaning when used in an Act of Parliament ; and 
therefore, the only question is whether the annual tax and 
its proceeds at the date of the passing of the present Act 
belonged to and were vested in the Ecclesiastical Commis - 
sioners. This tax ap from Dr. Ball’s report to have 
produced to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners £18,000 a-year ; 
and in addition to it were two annual charges fixed in 
amount, one in the see of Derry of £6,000 a year, and one 
in the see of Armagh of £4,500, which, by the 54th section of 
3 & 4 Will. 4c. 37, are to be applied to such and the like 
purposes as the proceeds of the tax hereby vested in the 
said Commissioners. Hence the proceeds of the tax were 
vested in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. The 23rd section 
of the same Act directs the applicaticn of the property vested 
in the Commissioners in these words—‘ All and every the 
rents, issues, and profits of all Jands, tenements, or heredita- 
ments, and the said annual tax and the proceeds thereof, 


and all and every sum and sums of money and securities for | 


money, vested in the Commissioners, £c., shall be applied 
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for the purposes following.’ How it is possible, therefore, 
to contend that the right to secure this tax was not aoe 
vested in the Commissioners upon special trusts I confess 
am ata loss to understand. The application directed by that 
section is, “the providing church requisites, the payment of 
salaries of clerks and sextons, the building and repair of 
churches.’’ The 11th section of the Irish Church Act trans- 
fers all property, with its liabilities, to the Commissioners of 
Church Temporalities, and if the Act stopped there they 
would have been bound always so to apply the funds; but 
the Act, carrying out its policy of preserving life interests 
only, makes the Commissioners liable to pay the salaries 
of clerks and sextons for their lives, but prohibiting 
them from paying such as were appointed after the passing 
of the Act, and limits the time and extent to which they 
were to supply church requisites, and repair and rebuild 
churches. The manifest intention of the Act was to transfer 
to the Church Commissioners everything which the Ec- 
clesiastical Commissioners h The words used in the 
Irish Church Act are capable of bearing that meaning, and 
“we are asked to give a narrow and forced construction to 
them, in order to defeat the plain intent of the Legislature, 
and to give back that £18,000 a-year to the holders of the 
benefices, although the Act only intended to preserve, not 
to augment, their life interests in the revenue they were 
actually enjoying at the time of the passing of the Act. It is 
said that there was nothing vested in the Ecclesiastical.Com- 
missioners at the time of the passing of this Act, except the 
tax then due, and any arrears of it, and the argument, if at all 
sound, would be equally effectual to show that the future gales 
of the free charges of £6,000 and £4,500 on the sees of Derry 
and Armagh were not capable of being enforced as to the 
gales arising after the issuing of the Act, but merged in the 
revenues of those sees. ‘T'his, however, was not contended 
for, and the argument rested mainly upon the variable 
nature of the impost. A right to receive and levy out of the 
See of Armagh a fixed sum each year is property in the 
hands of the persons clothed with it; does such a right 
cease to be property because the amount is variable instead 
of being fixed as a per-centage on the value of the see in each 
year? Ifa man, had under a deed, to receive for a certain 
time out of the earnings of a partnership firm a certain per- 
centage in each year, could it be said that such a right did 
not pass under a bequest of all his property? The right 
of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners under the the 14th 
section was “to have, take, levy, and receive” (which 
would be the language in the creation of a rent-charge) 
“therefrom and thereout, from and after the times when 
they shall become void after the passing of the Act, and for 
ever thereafter, a yearly tax, rate or assessment, computed 
and imposed upon such valuation according to the rates and 
scales specified in Schedule A.” ‘The machinery of the Act 
is as follows :—The Commissioners are to make a valuation, 
and from time to time, as they think necessary, amend it. 
If the Commissioners do not call for a new valuation, the 
old stands as the basis of the calculation. Every ecclesias- 
tical person, therefore, appointed after 1833, did not become 
liable to the tax, but took his see or benefice subject to 
the annual charge or tax. Therefore the cases to which we 
bave been referred, as to clear words being necessary to im- 
pose a new tax on the subject, do not apply, for this is 
not a new tax, but a charge existing on the benefice at 
the time such came to the hands of the holder thereof. 
The preamble of the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37, says [His 
Lordship read the preamble]. In the same way there 
this annual tax is spoken of as property vested in the Eccle- 
siastical Commissioners for the purpose of executing these 
trusts. It is not a new impost, but a substitution for the 
firet-fruits, which was a right to receive the profits of the 
first year's revenues. These originally belonged to the 
Pope, till the omnivorous Henry VIII. took them to himself. 
Queen Anne, more bountiful, gave them back, not as a 
present to the owners of the benefices, but to be applied to 
the purposes of the Church, which act of hers was confirmed 
by the 2 Geo, 1, c. 15, where the statutable history of first- 
fruite is detailed. It was then found imconvenient to make 
the clergy pay all the sum in one year, and payment was 
spread over a period of four years, and the 3 & 4 Will. 4, 
c. 37, substituted for 4 tax payable in four years a moderate 
charge on the benefices, payable during the life of the in- 
cumbent, so that this is not a tax of recent institution. 
These first-fruite were just as well-known a kind of pro- 
petty as were tithes, and the Crown had as good a right to 
them for ever as the clergy had to the latter. Thereforo 


- recent: 





I consider that this annual charge or tax, as its called, ig 
an impost. subject to which an incumbent takes his benefice, 
The only question is, whether it is transferred by virtue of 
the vesting words in the 11th section of the Irish Church 
Act. This is an annual charge in the nature of a rent 
variable in amount, but permanent in character, and is ag 
much property as a rent-charge issuing out of land varyi 
with the price of produce. It has been argued that the de. 
tails of the method of valuation and recovery are inapplic. 
able to the present state of things. I agree in that, but if 
we consider that the Legislature intended to transter the 
right to the Church Temporalities Commissioners, it follows 
that thoy have with it transferred everything incident to the 
valuation. Where there is a right there is a remedy, and 
although the special remedy no longer exists, a remedy will 
be found should it become necessary to have recourse there. 
to. Therefore I must hold that this is not a casus omissus 
in the Act, the language of which is sufficiently comprehen- 
sive to pass any kind of property, aud that the primate has 
failed in showing that he should be relieved from this tax 
even for the year 1570. In fact, if he were to be relieved 
for the year 1870, I do not see why he should not be so 
altogether. 

Lord Moncx.—I concur in the decision already pro. 
nounced. I was startled at the restricted definition of 
“ property” given by Dr. Ball, and I looked to hear cited 
by him decisions which would show “ property” could not 
pom i Ha” a a nature of a tax. As to his argu- 
ment on the fluctuation of the annual deductions, we 
know that corn-rents fluctuate from year to year and yet 
they can be made the subject of an agreement between 
landlord and tenant. The fallacy underlying the greater 
part of Dr. Ball’s argument was not as to the nature of the 
tax; but in that he assumed that the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners could have been compelled to have an assessment 
made yearly of the tax. The assessment once made might 
have gone on for ever if the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
did not choose to alter it; so that the machinery erected 
for the assessment of the tax in 1833 was not necessary for 
the purpose of its recovery in 1870. As to the argument 
respecting the purposes to which the tax should be applied, 
I was struck at finding, if it were correct, that during all 
this year I, as one of the Commissioners of Church 
Temporalities, had been performing a needless duty of re- 

airing churches in Ireland. On the whole I have no doubt 
whatever but that these funds passed to us under the pro- 
visions of the 32 & 33 Vict.c. 42, s. 11. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 


Judge Strong, of the United States Supreme Court, has 
> decided that a State cannot directly or indirectly 
tax persons passing through or out of it. This the State of 
Delaware indirectly attempted to do by levying a tax on 
the cash value of every share of the stock of every railroad 
or canal doing business in that State, and a tax upon the 
companies’ net earnings. It also authorised a specific tax 
upon every locomotive and every passenger and every freight 
car used by any railroad company.—Chicago Legal News. 

The question of right to reserved seats at concerts, which 
has caused a good deal of annoyance at Syracuse and else- 
where, was recently decided by one of the Washington 
County Court judges, who held that all seats previously se- 
cured by ticket were the property of the person for whom 
they had been secured, ond might be occupied or allowed to 
remain idle for that particular entertainment at his or her 
pleasure.—Albany Law Journal. 

A Connectieut judge has decided that clairvoyance or se- 
cond sight is not fortune-telling ; @ Maine jury has given 4 
verdict for clairvoyant medical advice.—Albany Law Journal. 

Judge T. O. P. Vernon, of the fourth district of South 
Carolina, has been impeached by the Legislature for drunken- 
ness. The judge, as soon as he learned the result of the 
impeachment trial, discharged a batch of prisoners. For 
this action he has been ordered to yay before the Assembly 
to answer for contempt.—Albany Law Journal. 





The County Court Judgeship of Circuit No. 5 has become 
vacant by the demise of Christopher ‘lemple, Esq., Q.C., who 
had held the office since 1856. This circuit embraces Oldham, 
Rochdale, Saddleworth, Salford, and Bacup. 
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OBITUARY. 


C. TEMPLE, ESQ, Q.C. 

‘We have to record the death of Christopher Temple, Esq., 
‘Q.C., Chancellor of the County Palatine of Durham, and a 
county court judge, who expired at his London residence, in 
Upper Bedford-place, on the 2ist of January, at the ad- 
yancsed age of by oa She years. The deceased gentleman 
was the son of Christopher Temple, Esq., of Gwernygoe, 
‘Montgomeryshire, and was one of the oldest members of the 
English bar, having been called to the bar at Lineoln’s-inn 
on the 23rd of May, 1810. Mr. Temple was created a King’s 
‘Counsel in 1834, in the same year that Lord Chelmsford 
(then Mr. Frederick Thesiger) and Sir Fitzroy Kelly re- 
ceived their silk gowns ; and as a Queen’s Counsel he stood 
next in rank to Matthew Davenport Hill, Esq., Q.C., late 
Commissioner of Bankrupts for the Bristol district, who also 
“took silk” and received a patent of precedence in 1834, and is 
at the head of the list of Queen’s Counsel. In 1851 Mr. 
Temple was appointed Temporal Chancellor of the County 
Palatine of Durham, in succession to Sir R. T. Kindersley, 
who became a Vice-Chancellor in that year. He was ap- 

inted, in June, 1855, a county court judge, with juris- 
Scion over Circuit No. 5, embracing parts of Lancashire 
and Yorkshire. Mr. Temple made three attempts 
to enter Parliament, being unsuccessful on each occasion— 
namely, in December, 1832, for the borough of Finsbury, 
newly created by the Reform Act, when he polled 787 
votes; secondly, at the eral election in June, 1841, for 
the town of Shrewsbury (when Mr. Disraeli was one of the 
successful candidates), on which occasion he polled 578 
votes; and lastly, in February, 1844, for the borough of 
Devizes, Wilts, on Mr. Sotheron aceepting the Chiltern 
Hundreds, when he received 67 votes. By his marriage 
with Miss Barnes, of Islington (who pre-deceased him), Mr. 
Temple had a family of five sons and four daughters. One 
of his sons is Christopher Temple, Esq., a member of Lin- 
—? now a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of 

ylon. 


MR. A. G. CODD. 


Mr. Arthur Gamble Codd, barrister-at-law, died at Tor- 
riano-avenue, Camden-road, on the 15th of January, at 
‘the age of fifty-five years. Mr. Codd was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in May, 1851, and was a member 
of the Home Circuit, practising also at the Colchester, 
Chelmsford, Hertford, and St. Albans sessions. He was 

a few weeks ago, by bronchitis, which subse- 
quently reached the lungs, and proved fatal. He will be 
regretted, as a kind-hearted and genial man, by many who 
have been accustomed to meet him at the above-named ses- 
‘sions. 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE LAW 
SOCIETY, 

The annual general meeting of this society was held at 
Worcester on the 18th January, when the following mem- 
bers were present :—Messrs, Allen (president, in the chair), 
Holyoake (vice-president), Holden, Stallard, R. P. Hill, 
Clarke, Beale, Hyde, Bird, and Corbett. The report of the 
‘committee showed that there were 34 members practising in 
the city of Worcester, as against 35 last year, and 23 mem- 

ractising in the county, with one elected at the annual 
meeting, making 24 as against 19 last year. Twenty bar- 
risters are subscribers to the ay The legal measures 
affecting the profession brought forward in Parliament 
during the last session had received the earnest attention 
of the committee, viz., the Solicitors and Attorneys’ 
Remuneration Act, the Lord Chancellor's Land Transfer 
Bill, and other measures, A deputation from the society, 
including the president and Mr. Hyde, attended the annual 
meeting of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Associa- 
tion at Bristol. The treasurer's accounts (audited) showed 
& balance of £38 138s. 2d. to the society’s credit, as compared 
with £27 4s. 3d, last year. The following officers of the 
society were appointed for the current year:—Mr. John 
Holyoake, solicitor, of Droitwich, president; Mr. G. W. 
Bentley, solicitor, of Worcester, vice-president ; and Mr. 
W. Allen, solicitor, of Worcester, was re-elected treasurer 
and honorary secretary. Besides the above ex oficio mem: 





bers, Messrs. T. G. H yde, W. P. Hughes, C. Bedford, G. A. 
Bird, and F. Corbett, solicitors (all of Worcester), were 
elected members of the committee. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
At the meeting of this society held on Tuesday, the 24th 
inst., the question discussed was No. cxciii, Jurisprudential, 
“ Ts it advisable that women should be members of School 


Boards ?”” 
m opened the debate, and the question 


Mr. Warmin 
was decided in the negative by a small majority. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LECTURES AND LAW CLASSES. 


The Council regret to announce that, in consequence of the 
continued indisposition of Mr. Fitzroy Kelly, the myer 
Lecturer and Reader, it has become necessary to make rest 
arrangements. 

To enable the Council to meet the difficulty, Mr. Bompas 
has kindly consented to commence his course of lectures and 
classes at an earlier period than was reap pred intended. 

Until the usual recess at Easter, the es and Classes 
on Conveyancing and Common Law will be continued, in 
conformity with the following table :— 

Common Law. 
H. M. Bompas, Esq., Lecturer and Reader. 

Jan, 27,—Friday, Lecture—6 to 7. 

Jan. 30,—Monday, Class A—4.30 to 6. 

Jan. 31,—Tuesday, Class B—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 1,—Wednesday, Class C—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 3,—Friday, Lecture—6 to 7. 

Feb. 6,—Monday, Class A—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 7,—Tuesday, Class B—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 8,—Wednesday, Class C—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 10,—Friday, Lecture—6 to 7. 

Feb. 13,—M y, Class A—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 14,—Tuesday, Class B—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 15,—Wednesday, Class C—4.30 to 6. 

Feb. 17,—Friday, Lecture—6 to 7. 

Feb. 20,—Monday, Class A—4.30 to 6. 
Feb, 21,—Tuesday, Class B—4.30 to 6. 
Feb. 22,— Wednesday, Class C—4.30 to 6. 


CoNVEYANCING. 
H. W. Expurstong, Esq., Lecturer and Reader. 

Feb. 24,—Friday, Lecture—6 to 7. 
Feb. 27,—Monday, Class A—4.30 to 6. 
Feb. 28,—Tuesday, Class B—4.30 to 6. 
March 1,—Wednesday, Class C—4.30 to 6. 
March 3,—Friday, Lecture—6 to 7. 
March 6,—Monday, Class A—4.30 to 6. 
March 7,—Tuesday, Class B—4.30 to’6. 
March 8,—Wednesday, Class C—4.30 to 6. 
March 10,—Friday, Lecture—6 to 7. 
March 18,—Monday, Class A—4.30 to 6. 
March 14,—Tuesday, Class B—4.30 to 6. 
March 15,—Wednesday—4, 30 to 6. 





CALLS TO THE BAR. 
The undermentioned gentlemen have been called to the 


bar :— 

MippLz ag a vom eae thee a - ee ; 
James Henry Nelson, M.A., ri ate Fellow o 
King’s College); Henry Denny Warr, M.A., Cambridge 
Fellow of Trinity Hall) ; Frederick John Staples-Browne, 
.A., Oxford; Walter Mytton Colvyn, 
L.L.B., Cambridge; Charles Metcalfe Dick, cis Smith, 
George Laughton, Richard I Dansey, B.A., Oxford ; 
James Cruickshank Roger, William Augustus Bonnaud, 
Edmund Albert Nuttall Royds, George Charles Kilby, 
Charles Coleman Dillon, Jacob Thomas Geoghegan, B.A., 
Trinity College, Dublin; and Edgar Hutchinson Little, 
M.A., Oxford, Bsqs. 

Innur Tsmptx.—Henry Herbert Stephen Croft, M.A., 
Cambridge; Cornelius Neale Dalton, M.A., Cambridge ; 
Henry Wagner, M.A., Oxford; William John James, BA, 
Cambridge; Francis Henry Blackburne Daniell, M.A., 
Cambridge; William Wightman Wood, B.A., Oxford ; 
William Henry Walter Ballantine, L.L.B., Cambridge ; 


enjamin Law, 
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James Jardine, M.A., Cambridge; Arthur Edward 
Clarke, B.A., Cambridge ; Charles Welsby, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Henry Anchade Harben, B.A., London; John 
Henry Crawford, B.A., Oxford; Charles James Tarring, 
B.A., Cambridge; Isaac Richard Reece, B.As, Cambridge ; 
Thomas James Sanderson, Cambridge ;. Percy Gye, the 
Hon. Frederick George Lindley Wood, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Edmund Kelly Bayley, LL.B., Cambridge ; Henry Lyon 
Anderton, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ;” Edward Morten, 
B.A., Cambridge ; George Flood France, B.A., Oxford ; 
and George Herbert Morrell, M.A., Oxford, Esqs, 

Lincoun’s-inn.—Sidney James Owen, M.A., Oxford; 
Alexander William M*‘Dougall, B.A., Cambridge; James 
Lempriere Hammond, M.A., Cambridge (Fellow of Trinity 
College) ; Eaglesfield Bradshaw Archibald Lockhart 
Smith, M.A., Cambridge (Fellow of Christ's College); 
Christopher Henry Edmund Heath, B.A., Oxford; Percy 
Mitford, Russell Donnithorne Walker, B.A., Oxford ; John 
Timms, B.A., Cambridge; William Rann Kennedy, 
B.A., Cambridge (Fellow of Pembroke College); Arthur 
Johnston Mackey, B.A., Oxford; Wallwyn Poyer Burnett 
Shepheard, B.A., Cambridge ; Robert Wardrop, University 
of Edinburgh; Thomas Maitland Gibson, B.A., Oxford; 
Henry Ernst Hall, B.A., Cambridge; George Pemberton 
‘Leach, B.A. Oxford; Edward John Watson, B.A., Cam- 
bridge ; William Wilbraham Ford, B.A., Oxford; Jam- 
shedji Jivanji Gazdar, M.A., Bombay University ; Hormus- 
jee Pestonjee, B.A., Bombay University ; Harold Carlyon 
Gore Browne, B.A., Cambridge; Alexander Robertson, 
M.A., University of Edinburgh; and George Robert 
Elsmie, University of Aberdeen, Esqs. 


Gray’s-Inn.—William Bowen Rowlands, M.A., Oxford 
(certificate of honour, first class, Michaelmas Term, 1870). 





COURT PAPERS. 


SPRING CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 
The following circuits have been fixed, viz.:— 
Home.—Cockburn, C.J., and Hannen, J. 
Hertford, February 28 ; Chelmsford, March 5 ; Maidstone, 
“March 13 ; Lewes, March 20; Kingston, March 27. 
Oxrorp.—Bovill, C.J., and Montague Smith, J. 
Reading, February 27; Oxford, March 2; Worcester, 
March 6; Stafford, March 10; Shrewsbury, March 20; 
Hereford, March 23; Monmouth, March 27 ; Gloucester, 
March 31. 
Norroix.—Kelly, C.B., and Blackburn, J. 
Oakham, February 28; Leicester, March 2; Northamp- 
ton, March 6; Aylesbury, March 9; Bedford, March 13 ; 
Huntingdon, March 16; Cambridge, March 18; Norwich, 
March 23; Ipswich, March 29. 


Westzern.—Byles, J., and Pigott, B. 
Winchester, February 25; Dorchester, March 3; Exeter, 
March 8 ; Bodmin, March 15 ; Taunton, March 20; Devizes, 
March 27; Bristol, March 30. 


Mivtanv.—Brett, J., and Cleasby, B. 
Warwick, February 24; Derby, March 2; Notti 
March 8; Lincoln, March 11; York, March 17; 
March 23. 


ham, 
eeds, 


QUEEN’S BENCH. 

This court will, on February 1, and on the three following 
‘days, hold sittings, and will proceed in disposing of the cases 
in the New Trial, Special, and Crown Papers, and any other 
matters then pending, and will give judgment in cases 
‘standing for judgment. 

The Court will also hold a sitting on Wednesday, Feb- 
ruary 22 for the purpose of giving judgment only. 


COURT OF PROBATE AND DIVORCE. 
New Rue unper tae Jury Act, 1870 (Payment uF 
JURORS). 

The following rule was published in the Probate Court 
on January 24 :— 

“In Her Majesty's Court of Probate.—Whereas, by the 
22nd section of the Juries Act, 1870, it is enacted that the 
remuneration of special jurors and common jurors shall be 
paid by the parties to the causes to be tried, and for that 
purpose each of the said parties shall deposit such sum of 
money as may be determined by any rule of the Court in 





which the cause is depending, and such deposit shall be 
made in such manner and with such officer asthe Court 
may prescribe :—Now, in order to provide a fund for such 
remuneration of the jurors when trying causes in this 
court, the Court doth order and direct, that in al] 
cases standing for trial at this present sittings, 
the party at whose instance directions were given 
for the trial of the cause by a jury shall pay to the record 
keepers of this court, at the principal registry, on or about 
the 8th day of February instant, in special jury causes, the 
sum of eighteen guineas, and in common jury causes the 
sum of six guineas ; provided that if the party who by this‘ 
order is ordered to pay the above deposit shall make default 
therein, any of the other parties to the cause, when or before 
such cause is called on for hearing, may pay the same to the 
registrar in attendance at Westminster, and in default of the 
same being paid the cause shall be struck out of thelist, 
unless the Court shall otherwise order. And the Court doth 
further order, that in cases not standing for trial at this 
present sittings, the party at whose instance directions 
shall have been given for the trial of the cause by a jury 
shall, ten days at least before the first day of the term in 
which they stand in the list to be tried, deposit with the 
said record keepers, in special jury causes the sum of eighteen 
guineas, and in common jury causes the sum of six guineas ; 
provided that if the party who by this order is ordered to 
make the above deposit shall make default therein, any of 
the other parties to the cause may, on or before the first da 
of the term in which the case stands in the list to be tri 
make such deposit, or if the cause has been ordered to be 
tried by a special jury, may in lieu thereof make the deposit 
of six guineas as for a common jury, in which latter event 
the cause shall be tried by a common jury. But if nosuch 
deposit is made either for a special or common jury on or 
before the day last aforesaid, the cause shall be tried by the 
Court itself.—Dated the 24th day of January, 1871.” 

A corresponding rule was published as to divorce causes. 





HUMOROUS PHASES OF THE LAW. 

A SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO LAWYERS, 

I have lately experienced two severe shocks upon my 
nervous system. This fact has led me to contemplate the 
propriety of establishing some system of protection for 
lawyers. Of course, it is conceded that as a class we are 
utterly reprobate and given over, and that when we die we 
must, nearly all of us, go tothe bad. However, as in that 
event we shall unquestionably be accompanied by a vast 
majority of our clients, much of the bitterness of that re- 
flection is extracted. But it is cruel for a person of su- 
perior genius or virtue to be continually crewing over one 
to whom Providence has been less bounteous or Satan 
more attentive. Itis naughty to throw stones at a drunken 
man, And so it is wrong for clergymen and other sinless 
and untempted men, to twit us lawyers with our fallen con- 
dition. Now my idea is, that we ought to band together 
for self-protection against these angelic assaults, or that 
the State ought to furnish a system of police for our 
defence. I am usually very particular, when I go out of 
town to court, to conceal everything indicative of my pro- 
fession, but in going to Albany the other day, I forgot my 
accustomed caution, and tied my bundle of papers with 
red tape. On the cars I was sharply scrutinised by a 
dyspeptic and saintly gentleman, who looked too good for 
this world, and out of whose shoulders I expected 
momentarily to see a pair of wings sprouting ; Papuan | 
he approached me, and, in a hollow voice, asked me if [ 
were not a lawyer—much in the manner that you would 
ask one if he were not the Devil, I replied ina deprecatory 
manner, that I was one of that unhappy and despised race. 
Thereupon he pressed upon me a printed paper, at arms’ 
length, as if I were a leper, and hastily retreated. I read 
the paper, which was in the words and figures following :— 


‘SAND THEN? 

A young man, whom I had known as a boy, came to 
an aged professor of a distinguished continental university 
with a face beaming with delight, and informed him that 
the long and fondly cherished desire of his heart was at 
length fulfilled, his parents having given their consent to 
his studying the profession of the law. As the university 
presided over by his friend was a distinguished one, he had 
repaired to its law-school, and was resolved to spare no 
labour or expense in getting through his studies as quickly 
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and ably as ible, In this strain he continued for some | study. of divinity, he entered upon that of the law, and 
time; and when he paused, the old man, who had been | spent the remainder of his days as an honest, usefal, and 
listening to him with great patience and kindness, gently | civil lawyer.—Wo. 154. Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 
said, “ Well, and.-when you have finished your career of | to Lawyers.” —— From the Albany Law Journal. 
study, what do you mean to do then?” ‘Then I shall ‘ 
take my degree,” answered the young man. : 
“ 3 then?” asked his venerable friend. “ And then,” PUBLIC COMPANIES 
continued the youth, “ I shall pare a number of difficult , 
and knotty cases to manage; and shall attract notice by 
my eloquence and wit and acuteness, and win a great ir eesetial ie a bi : 
Tae , ?” repeated the aged man. ‘And then!” | oie san eaneetrelh sear heated beanie a a 
lied the youth ; ‘‘ Why, then there cannot be a question - Rag ee at 
T thal be promoted to some high office in the state, and I Ber Cont, Reda 825 = ex ils, ee er 
become rich,”’ 3 t., 9 tto, £500, Do — 1 
aa hen “ And then,” pursued the young lawyer, Dor 34 per Gent.» Jan. "3¢ Ditto, 2100 & £200, 2 10 p m 
then I shall live comfortably and honourably in wealth | Do: ser cent rian.?73 "meine 
and respect, and look forward to a quiet and happy old | Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 
“ And then?” repeated the old man, ‘And then” said (ndie Sek pesmi were pasar 7" me a 
the youth, ‘and then—and then—and then I shall die.” | pitto for Fie. et Ditto, 54 per Cens-’May,'73 1084 
Here his venerable listener lifted up his voice and again Ditto Sper Cent.July,'80 110} Ditto Det entares, per Cent., 
. : . T Account, — ril,’64— 
woe x Pg Nacenday Spe a student made no bere HA nod bc aey ane : on tee Do. Do 5 per ast My hy 
answer, aca down <> ner Pompei ye mere 5 Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.90}| Ditto, ditto, ander £1000, 90 do 
fulness re This . ””? pierc: 
heart like a sword, had darted like a flash of lightning 
into his soul, and he could not dislodge the impressi eae ee 
The result was, the entire change of his mind and course | Railways. 
of his life.: Abandoning the study of the law, he entered | ——-| — 
upon that of divinity, and spent the remainder of his days pov ae ane BXOCCT ore... sseesererernene 
in the labours of a minister of Christ.—No. 154, American | Stock| Glasgow and South-Western .............. 
Tract Society.” Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ............ 
Now, one of the main purposes of my society for the = Pl, on ae Se hah . 
Prevention of Cruelty to Lawyers would be to issue tracts | Stock| .Do., A Stock® ....ssssssse wel | 
aimed at other people than Lawyers—say clergymen, for a Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
instance. Adopting the foregoing courteous and winning | §(°ck ph ae anal 
exhibit as my model, I would suggest the following :— Stock} London, Brighton, and South Coast 
“AND THEN? Stock| London and North-Weaternor. fe 
rtn- seeee 
A young man, who never was a boy, came to an aged pro- London and South-Western ..... 
fessor of a distinguished law prea with a face full of } =r pean Lincoln 
gravity, and informed him that the long and fondly Midland 
cherished desire of his heart was at length fulfilled, his Do., Birmingham and Derby ... 
porents having given their consent to his studying the pro- | 3%e* soars no 
fession of divinity. As the university with which his North Staffordshi 
friend was connected was a distinguished one, he had re- South Devon 
paired to its divinity school, and was resolved to spare no 77% 
labour or expense in getting through his studies as quickly | “_— 165 
and as ably as possible. In this strain he continued for * A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 
some time; and when he B we the old man, who had 
been listening to him with great patience and kindness Mongy Market AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
































gently said, ‘‘ Well, and when you have finished your| he markets have made an upward movement upon the late 


career of study, what do you mean todo then ?”” “Then | news, which seemed to herald the beginning of the end of the 
Ishall take my degree,” answered the young man. ‘And | war. The funds have improved; the foreign market is parti- 
then?” asked his venerable friend. “ And then,” con- | cularly strong; railways abo are firm, and prices have advanced 
tinued the youth, “I shall have a great many knotty and | almost everywhere: ‘There is still, however, a cautious disposi- 
difficult dogmas to reconcile with common sense, and shall | tion on the part of the public, it being felt that peace may 
attract notice by my eloquence, my dignity, and my abuse | yet be distant. 

of lawyers and other bad men, and shall claim to wield the 


power of the Almighty in condemning to perdition all . * ‘ - : 
clergymen and other Christians who shall dare to differ By: nm Dee rng en . a 14th - ae 
from me in opinion, and the members ofall professions who | district of the county court of Surrey holden at timing was, 
shall dare to contend with the clergy for a share of the | from the 17th inst., consolidated with that of the county court 
respect and confidence of their fellow-men, and shall win a | holden at Guildford, and the two will henceforth form one 
great reputation.” “ And then ?” repeated the aged man, | district. The Court will sit at Guildford once in every two 
“ And then !” replied the youth, “Why, then, there cannot | months. 
be a question I shall be called by some wealthy congrega- It has been decided by the Supreme Court of Illinois that 
tion, and shall marry a rich wife.”’ ‘‘ And then?” ‘ And | there is no power to continue a child in a reform school unless 
then,” pursued the young divine, “then I shall live com- | it has been convicted of crime.—Albany Law Journal, 
fortably and lazily in wealth and respect, and look forward 
toa quiet and happy old age.” “ Andthen?” repeated the 
oldman. ‘And then,” said the youth, ‘and then—and BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
then—and then I shall probably die.” Here his venerable ont 
listener lifted up his voice, and again asked, with solemnity BIRTHS. 
and emphasis, “ And then ?” Whereupon the aspiring Aston—On Jan. ll, at 13, Pembroke-gardens, Kensington,. 
student made no answer, but cast down his head, and in| the wife of James J. Aston, Esq., Q.C., in the County Pala- 
silence and thoughtfulness was retiring, but as he got to | _ time of Lancaster, of a son. 
the door, he slowly and sadly answered, “ Why then I sup- acne Jan. 18, at 10, Portland-terrace, Southampton, 
; by ora A; o wife of H. G. Green, Esq., of a son. 
pose I shall be sorry I wasn’t a lawyer,” This last “and | yirper—On Jan. 25. at 268 Cama d. the wife of 
then 2” had pierced his heart like a sword, had darted like | “ Daniel James Miller, Hsq,, solicitor, of acon, 
a flash of lightning into his soul, and he could not dislodge | Sruxazs—On Jan. 25, at’ 19, Durham-villas, Phillimore- 
the impression. The result was the entire change of his gardens, Kensington, the wife of Decimus Sturges, barrister- 
mind and course of his life for the better. Abandoning the at-law, of a daughter. 
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MARRIAGES. 
LANGLEY—HEwett—On Dec. 5, at Byculla Chureh, Pass 9 
Charles Archibald Langl solicitor, Berabay». fo Sarah 
wong only daughter bene f Lieut-Col, W. S. Hewett, Bom- 
bay S' taff Co orps. 
DEATHS. 


OverenD—On Jan. 15, at 56, Clapham-road, Thomas Overend, 


solicitor, aged 74. : 
TempLe—On Jan. 21, at 15, Upper tare, lace, W.C., in 
his 86th year, Christopher hae Teaaie Esq., , Chancellor of 


the County Palatine of Durham, and a pat court judge. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Famay, Jan. 20, 1871. 
Webster, Wm Shakespear, & Hy Arthur Graham, Ely-pl, Holborn, 
Solicitors and Attorneys-at-Law. Jan 12. 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faipay, Jan. 20, 1871. 
UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 

Siipton and Wharfdale Railway Company.—Creditors are required, on 
or before Feb 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars ef their debts or claims, to George Kendall, Skipton. Tuesday, 
= y bade at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


Liuirsp In CHANCERY. 

Bohemian Glass Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore Feb 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Miller & Miller, Gnachorne-lene, solicitors 
for the liquidators. 

Nant-y-Mwyn Mining Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Jan 16, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Bacen 
on Jan 28. Whitehouse, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; agent for Harrison, 
Holywell, solicitor for the petitioners. 


TorspaY, Jan. 24, 1871. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

Nevada Freehold Properties Trust.—Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Jas Ford, 53, Moorgate-st. Wednesday, 
March 8 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims, 

LIMITED 1n CHANCERY. 

La Mancha Irrigation and Land Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated Jan 14, ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up by this court. Wedlake & Letts ; agents for Deakin 

Dent, Wolverhampton, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Bank (Limited).—Creditors who have not already sent in 
notices of their claims, are required, on or before March 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and thé particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick Whinney, 8, Old Jewry. Monday, April 17 at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Metropolitan Public Carriage and Repository Company ( aie) -—Peti- 
tion for winding up, presented Jan 24, directed to be heard before the 
Master of the Rolls on Feb 11. Dodd, New Broad-st, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 

Nanteos Consols Mining Company (Limited),—The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated Jan 14, ordered that the above company be 
bends | by this court. Freeborn, Bucklersbury, solicitor for the 
petitioners. 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Turspar, Jan. 24, 1871. 

Batcombe and Upton Noble Friendly Society, Batcombe National School, 

Batcombe, Somerset. Jan 20. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Vuway, Jan. 20, 1871. P 


Barnes, Joseph Goupil, Aberdcen-pl, Maida-hill, Gent. Feb 16. 

nai v Scott, V.C. Malins. Barron, Great ” James-st, Bedford- 

Bapneds; Alfred, Haverfordwest. Feb 21. Walters vy Marychurch, V.0. 
Stuart. John, Haverfordwest. 

Easton, Wm, Canterbury-pl, Old Kent-rd, Gent. Pinkerton o Easton, 
M.R. Jones & Co, Tooley-st, Sonthwark. 

Godly, John, Tonbridge, Kent, Miller. Feb 23. Godly # Godly, V.C. 
Stuart. Palmer, Tonbridge. 

Lawrence, Wm Thos, Newbury, Berks, Law Clerk. Feb 28, Lawrence 
»v Lawrence, V.C. Stuart. Godwin, Newbury 

Ricardo, Catherine, Chester-sq. Feb 13. Diekson v Ricardo, M.R. 
Wilde & Co, College-hill. 

Steward, Thos, Lower Buckland, Hereford. March |. Brooke» Steward, 

V.C. Stuart. Weyman, Ludlow. 


TuxrspaY, Jan. 24, 1871. 

Atkinson, Mary, Barnes, Surrey. Feb 6, Fisher v Johnson, V.C. 
Stuart. Pike & Son, Old Burlington-st. 

Conolly, Dr. John, Hanwell, Middx. Feb 20. Finnis v Tuke, V.C. 
Stuart. Thompson & Groom, Raymond-bidgs. 

Lemon, Mark, Crawley, Sussex, Esq. March 1. Ritchie » Lemon, M.R, 
Kearsey, old Jewry. 

Moores, Samuel, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Gent. Feb 18. Parsons # 
Smith, V.C. Malins, Turner & Co, Red Lion-sq, Holborn. 

Perry, Robert, Ipswich, Suffolk, Esq. Feb 28. Perry » Bacon, V.C. 
Stuart. Rhodes & Co, Chancery-lane. 





ny, Bat Ones, Hn Thenic L oo Feb 28. Perry poe 
V.C, Stuart, Rhodes & 


Williams, John Edwards, Chapel a Salp, Farmer. Feb 14, Wil- 
liams vy Hamar,M.k. Peters, Knighton 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faway, Jan. 20, 1871. 
Bangley, John, Huntingdon, Baker. Feb 15. Maule & Burton, Hun- 


on. 

bation, 8 Samuel, Dinnington, Somerset, Gent. March1. Dommett & 
an 

Baxter, Richard Wm, Guildford, Surrey, Gent. March 1. Hockley & 
Russell, Guildford, 

Cambray ; John,» Warmington, Warwick, Gent. Feb 20. Munton & 
Stockton, Banbury. 

pong Wn, Wells. ‘Somerset, Baker. March 1. Hobbs, Wells. « 

— jee Ipswich, Suffolk, Gent. May 1. Jackaman & Sons, 


cole, Ati Aaron, Raareaeroagh, York, Gent. March 25. Richardson, 

naresboroug’ 

Cowles, Hy Jas, Ash Tree, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
Charlies, Rugeley. 

Cross, Sophia, Brixton-hill, Spinster. Feb 16. Jones & Oo, Laurence 
Pountney-hill. 

Crossfield, Thos Parkinson, Water Millock, Cumberland, Gent. March 
2. Simpson & North, Lpool. 

Dixie, Ephraim, Aleonbury, Huntingdon, Wheelwright. Feb}15. Maule 

Augl. Ran- 


Jan 31 


& Burton, Huntingdon. 

Freemantle, Wm Cooke, Melbourne, Australia, Labourer. 
dall & Angier, Gray’s-inn-pl. 

Gale, Mary, Grange-rd, Dalston, Widow. Feb 16. Jones & Co, Lau- 
rence Pountney-hill. 

i Rasa Ipswich, Suffolk, Gent, March 25. Jackaman & Sons, 
Ipswic! 

yes ar ng Chas Edward, Amport, Hampshire. March. Raper, 


Chiches 
Rerestat (re Margate, Kent, Widow, Feb 20. Harrisons, Wal- 


broo! 
Leoreedl, Hy, Great Tey, Essex, Farmer. Feb 20. Wittey, Colches- 
ter, 


Lucas, Thos, Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick. March 16. Hobbes & 
Co, Stratford-upon-Avon. 

Paskin, Chas Ottey, Dudley, Worcester, out of business. Feb13. Col- 
dicott & Canning, Dudley. 

Phillipps, Wm, Ragnbomebanap:tiden, Ship Owner. Feb 28. Walters 
& Gush, Fi nsbury-circus. 

Price, Joseph, Worcester, Publican. Feb 28. Curtler, Worcester. 

Riles, Samuel, Redhill, Surrey, Gent. March 15. Price, Abchurch- 


lane. 

Simms, John, Wilmcote, Warwick, Gent. March 17. Hobbes & Co, 
Stratford-upon-Avon, 

Sivers, Joseph, Kingston-upon-Hull, Victualler. Feb 22. England & 
Co, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Smalley, Geo Roberts, Sydney, New South Wales, Government Astro- 
nomer. March !, Kimber, Lombard-st. 

‘Tompkins, Sarah, Berkhamsted, Hertford, Widow. March 1. Grover 
& Co, Hemel Hempsted. 

Walier, Wm, Brunswick, York, Master Mariner, March 31. Gray & 
Pannett, Whitby. 

Watkins, Joseph, Bartholomew-villas, Kentish-town, Gent. Feb 16, 
Walker, Fitzroy-st, Fitzroy-sq. 

Wilkinson, Chas, Kingston: “spon-Tll, Stockbroker. March 1. Wells & 
Gething, Kingston-upon-Hull, 


Tuuspay, Jan. 24, 1871, 
Bell, Geo, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancaster, Ironfounder. Aprill. Hulton 
& Son, Bolton, 
Bennett, Robert Dewer, King William-st, Charing-cross, Architect. Feb 
26. Hare, John-st, Bedford-row 


—% James, Bomberioo, 1 Lancaster, Farmer, April 8. Park, 

Brown, John, Birkdale, Southport, Lancaster, Gent. March 1. Mar- 
tin. ; 

Brown, ral, Birkdale, Southport, Lancaster, Widow. Marchi, Mar- 


poo! 
Bryant, Wm Hicks, Somerset-st, Portman-sq, Gent. Feb 20. Poole & 
Hughes, Ley Lincoln’s-inn. 
Clarke, Hannah, C harlwood-st, Pimlico. Feb 24. Draper, Vincent-sq, 
ert 


ster 
Cole, Se ae eet South Kensington. Feb1. Smith & Co, 
oe , Clapham-rd, Widow. Feb 28. Willoughby, Lancaster- 
pl, Strans 
David, Hy John, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Gent. March 1, Cripps,. 
Godson, mr Millicent B Eliz Emma, Clissold-rd, Stoke Newington. March 
20. Bertram, Library-chambers, Temple. 
Keates, eee Auctioneer. March 1, Hillearys & Tuno- 


Geo, Le 
stall, *Fenchurch-b 
Laver, an. a o iesex, Builder. March 15. Veley & Cunning- 


== 
Maeeas By No “oro, rey March 25. Tuck, Norwich. 
halcot oo Hampstead, Gent. 
oe Tem: 
killy-vach, Petite, Farmer. March 1. 


Pattinson, Joseph, Carlisle, Tanner. Mareh 1, Donald, Carlisle. 

Peterkin, John, Cantelowes-rd, Camden-town, Mariner. March 7. 
Wild & Co, Ironmonger-lane. 

Rexford, Jane Warton, Thornton-row, Greenwich. Feb 14. Stock, 
Gray’s-inn-pl. 

ay “cane ittle Buckswood Farm, Sussex, Widow. Feb 4. Medwin ,. 

orsham. 

be Robert Monsey, Norwich, Solicitor. March 6. Taylor, Nor- 

wich, 


March 20. 
es HT ioe 
Nicholas, Jas, Price, 


Haverford west. 
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Bankrupts. 
Fear, Jan, 20, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in sl 
Bird, Hy Edwd, & Edgar Lewis, Gresham-blidgs, Basinghall-st, Public 


Accountants. Pet Jan 16. Murray. Jan $1 at 11. 
Peckham, 


F , Chas Duncan,  onereTaes Gent. Pet Jan 17. 
Brougham. Feb 3 atl 

Macdonald, —_ ~ Sohn, New Bond-st, Colonei. Pet Jan 17. Broug- 
ham. Jan 3! atl. 

West, Maurice Thos, Meadow-pl, Lambeth-rd, Retired Surgeon. Pet 
Jan17. Pepys. Jan3l at 12: ; 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Adshead, Peter, Macclesfield, Chester, Silk Dyer. Pet Jan 16, 
Macclesfield, Feb 1 at 12. 

Barkworth, Caleb, Wakefield, York, Tailor. Pet Jan 17. Mason. 
Wakefield, Feb 1 at ll. 

Franey, Stephen, Huntingdon, Farmer. Pet Jan16. Gaches. Peter- 
borough, Feb 4 at 11. 

Higson, John Fredk, & "Hy Alenepen West, Manch, Merchants. Pet Jan 
17. Kay. Manch, Feb 2 at 10. 

King, Chas, Randell-st, Battersea, Beer Retailer. Pet Janl7. Wil- 
loughby. Wandsworth, Feb 3 at 10. 

Lettice, Wm Moreton, Birm, Tobacconist. Pet Jan 18. Chauntler. 
Birm, Feb 22 at 11. 

Peate, John Grime, Patricroft, Lancashire, Sewing Cotton Manufac- 
turer. PetJan17. Hulton. Salford, Feb latil, 

Stewart, ee Fram Lpool, Tea Merchant. PetJani7. Watson. 
Feb 2 

Wheeler, Geo, West Cowes, I of W, Builder. Pet Jan 17. 
Newport, Feb 4 at 11, 

TueEsparY, Jan. 24, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Armstrong, Albert Adolphus, Upper Baker-st, Portman-sq, Surgeon 
Dentist. Pet Jan 19. Pepys. Feb2 at 11. 

Coney, Chas, Gt Cambridge-st, Hackmey-rd, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 20. 
Roche. Feb 10 at 12,30, 

Durroch, Wm, St Thomas-st, pyeeced Surgical Instrument Maker. 
Pet Jan 18. Spring-Rice. Feb at li. 

Latimer, Digby, & Geo Latimer, Mancha, Chemical Agents, Pet Jan 
19. Roche. Feb 10 as 11.30, 

Veyhl, Chas, St Leonard’s-st, Pimlico, Journeyman Cabinet Maker. 
Pet Jan20. Spring-Rice. Feb 9 at 12. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Bien, rt aang East India Merchant. Pet Jan 19. Kay, Manch, 
8 at 

Cruttenden, Robt, Button’s Farm, Mayfield, Sussex, Farmer. Pet Jan 
19, Alleyne. Tunbridge Wells, Feb 6 at 3.30, 

Jones, Wm Isaac, Acton, Middx, Builder. Pet Jan 20. Ruston. Brent- 
ford, Feb 4 at 10. 

Lesser, Nathan, Dudley, Boot Manufacturer, 
Dudley, Feb 9 at 12. 

Sidney, Richd, Hastings, Sussex, Lodging-house Keeper. 
Young. Hastings, Feb 11 at 11.30. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Jan. 20, 1871, 

Robbin, Mary, Haverfordwest, Licensed Victualler. 
TurspaY, Jan, 24, 1871. 

Armstrong, Wm, & Saml Walter Rowse, Plymouth, Devon, Wholesale 


Grocers. Jan )8. 
Freeman, Thos, Upper Thames-st, Coal Merchant. Jan 13. 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, Jan. 20, 1871, 

Abbott, Hy Thos, Portsea, See Dealer in Coals, Feb 4 at 11, 
at office of Champ, St George’ 's-sq, P 

Aston, Chas, sen, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Journeyman Wheelwright. 
Feb 8 at 12, at office of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton. 

Baker, John, Walcot, Bath, Bootmaker. Jan 30 at 12, at office of Wil- 
ton, Old King-st, Queen-sq, Bath. 

Baldwin, Robt, Marine-p], Commereial-rd East, Hatter. Feb 6 at 12, 
at 145, Cheapside. Lewis & Watson. 

Barham, Robt, Bolton-rd, Bayswater, out of business, Jan 30 at 3, at 
Office of Wright, Chancery-lane. 

Barron, Cooper, Hessle, York, Butcher, Jan $1 at 3, at office of. Reed, 
St Mary’s-chambers, Hull. 

Bedford, James Hy, Hart-st, Bloomsbury, Builder. Feb 2 at 3, at office 
of Buckler, Old Jewry. 

Bell, Geo, Gateshead, Durham, Builder. 
ston, Mosley-st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne. 

Bilton, Hy, & Saml Bowe, teem, Joiners. Feb 6 at 11, at offices of 
North & Sons, East~- 

Buckley, Matthew Aunton-ander-Lyna; Lancaster, Innkeeper. Feb 3 


at 3, at office of Roscoe, Old-st, Ashton-under-Lyne. 

Butler, Elisha, Wellington, Salop, Hosier. Feb 3at 12, at offices of 
Knowles & Son, Church-st, Wel ington, 

Cawdron, Wm Blackburn, Gloucester-rd, Kew, Builder. Feb 6 at 12, 
at office of Batchelor, Essex-st, Strand. 

Chapman, John, Lower Vale-pl, Hammersmith-gate, Bootmaker. Feb 
2 at 12, at office of Thorpe, Cranbourn-st, Leicester-sq. 

Clark, Milbourne, & Jas Smith, Manch, Merchants. Feb 6 at 3, at 
offices of Hall & Janien, Essex- “Sty Manch, 

Connell, Fredk Hy, Regent-st, Glover. Feb 3 at 2, at offices of 
Lovering & Mivton, Gresham-st. Rooks, Kenrick, & Co, King-st, 
Cheapside. 


Mair. 


Lpool, 
Blake. 


Pet Jan 19. Walker. 
Pet Jan 19. 


Jan 17, 


Feb 2 at 12, at office of John- 





Collins, Jas Wm, math, Buteher. Feb6 at 12, at office ef Jarrold, 
Palace-yd, Herefo’ 
‘aisall, Stafford, Hosier. Feb. 3 at 3, at office of 


Edwards, W, 
Ebsworth, Bridge-st, Wednesbury 

Ellis, Geo Hackett, Devizes, Wilts, 4 ‘Wine Merchant. Jan 31 at 1, at the 
Royal Hotel, Bath. 

Fendick, John Brasnett, Holloway-rd, Oilman, Feb 3 at 2, at offices of 


Patterson & Co, Bouverie-st, it 
, Oilman. Feb 2 at 2, at office of 


Flack, Jas, High-st, Lower Norwood. 

Attenborough, St Paul’s-churchyard. 
York, aaseeiior: Feb 2 at 12, at office of Dun 

ning "% Kay, Cookridge-st, Leeds. 

Gascoine, Geo, Lpool, Ironmonger. Feb 3 at }, at offices of Saunders & 
Bradbury, Cherry-st, Birm. Forshaw & Hawkins. 

Gidney, Thos Rawson, Euston-rd, Cigar Merchant. Jan 30 at 3, at 
office of Ager, Barnard’s-im:, Holborn. Lucas, Barnard’s-inn, Hol- 


born. 

Habberton, Hy, Sudbury, Suffolk, Fellmonger. Feb 10 at 2, at the 
Angel Hotel, Bury St Edmund’s. Salmon & Son 

Hartley, Stephen, & Joseph Hartley, Bradford, York, Casemakers. Feb 


7 at 3, at office of Harris, Leeds-rd, Bradford. 

Hooman, Thos, Oxford-st, Glass Decorator. Feb 8 at 12, at office of 
Dubois, Gresham-bidgs, Basinghall-st. Dubois & Griffiths, Church- 
passage, Guildhall-yd. 

Humphrey, Robt, Gosport, Southampton, Carpenter. Feb 2 at 11, at 
office of Walker, Union-st, Portsea. 

les, Wm, Bristol, Grocer. Feb 2 at 12, at offices of Henderson & Sal- 
mon, Broad-st, Bristol. 

Jenks, Ji » jun, Wolverhampton, Stafford, General Broker. Feb 4 
: ii at office of Crosswell, Bilston-st, Wolverhampton. 

‘Thos, Hadley, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Feb 2 at 11, at office 
ewill, Wellington. 

peal Wm Buckley, Lpool, Shipwright. Feb 6 at 3, at offices of Evans & 
Lockett, Commerce-chambers, Lerd-st, Lpool. 

Kirk, Hugh Montgomery, Preston, Lancaster, Draper. Feb $ at 11, at 
office of Forshaw, Cannon-st, Preston, 

» Danbury, Essex, Grocer. Feb 2 at 12,at the Bell Inn, 


Lewis, Wm Richd, Rhondda- valley, kore Grocer. Jan 28 at 12, 
at the Institute-chambers, Pontypridd. Becki: Bristo!. 

Loosemore, Hy Wm, Romsey, Hants, Inehenper. Feb lat 12, at the 
Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Hooper, N 

Mackaness, Geo, Northampton, Agent. Feb 6 6 art at the Chamber of 
fare Corn Exchange-parade, Northampton. Jeffery, Newland, 


Northam 
Madge, Joln, E Hookway, Devon, Bootmaker. Jan 28 at12, at the Ship 
Hotel, Crediton. Floud, Exeter. 
Marrison, John Hy, Monkwearmouth, Durban, Steel File Manufacturer. 
Feb } at 11, at office of Sewell, Grey-st, Ni s 
‘attershall, 


ewcastle-upon- 

Matthews, Hy, Sheffield, Joiner. Feb 1 at 12, at office of 

Queen-st, Sheffield, 

Me: eather, Chas, ore Chemist. Feb 2 at 12, at the Bell Hotel, 

ter. Fowler & Smi' 

Morton, John, Lpool, toned Victualler. Feb 1 at 3, at office of For- 
rest, Fenwick-chambers, Fenwick-st, Lpool. 

Mushlian, Artin, Choriton-upon-Medlock, out of business. Jan 30 at 3, 
at offices of Storer & Co, Fountain-st, ch. 

Myott, Thos, Hulme, » Groser. Jan 31 at 12, at office of Li 
Ba" Cross-st, Manch, 

well, Edwd Llewellyn, Liangollen, Denbigh, Hairdresser. Feb 8 at 
". at office of Sherratt, Bryn y ffynnon-lodge, Hope-st, Wrexham. 

Pask, John, Strand, Dealer in Musical ee Feb 3 at 3, at office 
of Webb, Union Bank 

Pickering, rg rm yey Praveen Dealer. Feb 1 at 3, at office 
of Spirett, East-parade, Leeds. 

Gawthorp, Wm, Wakefield, York, Butcher. Jan 31 at 3, at offices of 
Femaenaen & Gill, Cross-sq, Wakefield. 

Rawlins, Washi ington Champion, & Arthur Knowles, Sandhills, near 
Lpool, Engineers, Feb | at 11.30, atthe Law Association Rooms, Cook- 
st, Lpool. Jevons & Ryley, Lpool. 

Riches, John, Tooley-st, Southwark, Grocer. Feb 6 at 12, at offices of 
Carter & Bell, Leadenhall-st. 

Smith, Fredk Augustus, Rochester, Grocer. Feb 2 at 12, at office of W. 

. Hayward, High-st, Rochester. 

Smith, Richd emery nc Grocer. Feb 3 at 4, at office of 
Addleshaw , King-st, Mi 

Smith, Wm, Leeds, eomen “Feb 3 at 3, at office of Granger, Bank-st, 

Stiles, John, Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Jan 31 at 4, at 
offices of Wright, Church-st, Oldbury. 

Stoessiger, Alex, Royal-ter, Westow-hill, Upper oe Watchmaker. 
Feb 2 at 2, at offices of Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, H 

Stow, Jane, Nelson, Lancaster, Plumber. Feb 2 ~¥ 3, at the Commer- 
cial Inn, Accrington. Backhouse & Whittam, Burnley. 

Thwaite, Danl, Lpool, out of business. Feb 2 at 2, at office of Good- 
man, Sweeting-st, Lpool. 

Triandafillidi, Geo (and not Friandafellidi, as erroneously printed in last 
Gazette), Mauch, Merchant. Jan 30 at 3,at offices-of Sale & Co, 

Booth-st, Manch. 

Tweddell, Marshall, Sunderland, Durham, Merchant. Feb 1 at 2, at 


e ’s Hotel, Fawcett-st, Sunderland. 

Tweddell, Ralph Hart, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Engineer. 
Feb } at li, at the Queen’ 's Hotel, Fawcett-street, Sunderland. Kid- 
son. 

Usher, Thos Stevenson, Yeadon, York, M.D. Feb 6 at 1, at the King- 
ston Hotel, Kingston-upon-Hull. Bond & Barwick, 

Watson, Alfd Ww, Andover, Hants, Draper. Feb 6 at 12, at the Cham- 

ber ot Commerce, 145, ony con Sturt, Ironmoager- “lane. 

West, Jas, Chichester, Sussex, k . Jan 31 at 1, at the Dolphin 
Hote, West-st, Chichester. Stuckey, be aennae 

White, Wm, J rd, y> ger. Feb 1s at 3, at 

office of Fletcher & Co, Staple-inn. 

White, Wm, Morpeth, Northumberland, Grocer. Feb 2 at !2, at offices 
of Kidd & Co, Royal-arcade, Newcastie-upon-Tyne. 

Wilkinson, Geo’ Fredk, Birm, Draper. Jan 30 at 3, at office of East, 
Colmore-row, Birm, 

Washington, Thos Hy, Manch, Baker. Feb 6 at 3, at office of Leigh, 
Brown-st, Manch, 
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Young,’ Thos, : i Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Feb 1 at.3, at 
offices 





Toxspay, Jan. 24, 1871. 
5 Jas, St Paul’s-rd, Highbury, Contractor. Feb 8 at 2, at offices 
wards & Co, Ely-pl, Holborn. 
Mii Feb 6 at 2, at office of Coker, 
Ch ide. Copp, ee Re Strand. 
Allinson, Wm, Skipton, 
Messrs. Robinson, Skipton. 
Archer, Sarah Annie, Birm, Coal Merchant. Feb 7 at 3; at offices of 
Rowlands, Ann-st, Birm 
Fredk Wm, Southampton, Tea Dealer. Feb7 at 1, at 145, 
Cheapside. Goble. 
man. Feb 6 at 3, at 9, Broad-st, Bury. Watson. 
Bramad, John, Bolderstone, nr Sheffield, Grocer. Jan 31 at 5, at office 
of Sugg, Fig-tree- chambers, Sheffield. 
11, at office of Forshaw, Cannon-st, Presto 
Bryan, Wm, Stourbridge, Worcester, a Feb 7 at 11, at office of 
tokes, Priory-st, Dudley. 
sq, Lodging-house Keeper. Feb 18 at 2, Durant, 
Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 
Feb 6 at 3, at offices of 
Vickers & Son, Bank-st, Sheffield. 
- r, Wm, Wells-next- -the-Sea, Norfolk, Grocer. 
ce of Stanley, Bank-plain, Norwich. 
Feb 6 at 11, 
at office of Barber, Union-st, Birm. 

Dalton, John, Lpool, Contractor. Feb 9 Tot 2 a the Law Association 
Rooms, Cook-st, Lpool. Duke & Coffey, Lpool. 

Merthyr Feb 9 at 2, at 
offices of Simons & Plews, Church-st, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Donald, Jas Petrie, Strand, Clothier. 

Lovell, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Duffield, John Bibby, Bradford, York, Leather Merchant. Feb 13 at 3, 
at office of Hutchinson, Piccadilly, Bradford. 

Evans, John, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer. Feb 3 at 12, at offices of 
Barnard & Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Waldron, Cardiff. 

nion-st, Birm. 

Frow, Hy, East Retford, Nottingham, Butcher. Feb 9 at 1, at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Westfield, Retford. Bescoby, East Retford. 
of Lindus, Cheapsid: 

Ford, Wm, Red Tee-en Clerkenwell, Dealer in Precious Stones. Feb 8 

at 3, at office of Brandon, Essex-st,, Strand. 

Gibson, Thos, Sheffield, Carter. Jan 31 at 3, at officeof Sugg, Fig-tree- 
chambers, Sheffield. 

Harbrow, Wm Anthony, Middlesbrough, York, Comm Agent. Feb 4 at 
11, at office of Thompson, Finkle-st, Stockton-on-Tees, Draper, Stock- 
ton-on-Tees. 

Feb 13 at 10.30, at office 
of Eaden, Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 
the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Hanley. Tennant, Hanley 

Heathcote, Geo, & Geo Mills, Swindon, Wilts, Pee Feb 4 at 1, 
at the Great Western Railway Hotel, Didcot. 

Court Hotel, High Holborn.. . Clarke, St aang 's-8q, Paddington. 

Hinitt, John, Kidderminster, W W Feb 7 at 1, at 
the Lion Hotel, Kidderminster. eran jun, Dudley 
don-st, Norwich. 

Johnson, Robt, Lpool, Provision Dealer. Feb 6 at 2, at office of Smith, 
Newington, Lpool. 

Lings, John Thos, Knott-mill, Manch, Drysalter. Feb 6 at 3, at offices 
of Grundy & Coulson, Booth-st, Manch. 

Feb 1 at 2, 
at the Plume of Feathers Inn, Lake-st, Leighton Buzzard. 
kinson, Burslem. 

Mellanby, John, Middlesbrough, York, Grocer. Feb 6 at 3, at offices 
of Greener & & Co, Station-st, Middlesbrough. 
ag Feb 3 at 12, at-offices of Sherwood & Co, John-st, Sun- 

erlan 

Middlewood, Wm, Stretford, Lancaster, Builder. Feb 9 at 12, at the 
chester, 

Miller, John, Oldham, nr Manch, Dyer. Feb 6 at 3, at offices of Hutch- 
chinson, Piccadilly, Bradford. 
facturers, Feb 7 at 2, at offices of Lovering & Minton, Gresham-st. 
Holland, Gt Knightrider-st, Dectors’-commons. 

Owen, Thos, sen, Woodchurch, Kent, Farmer. Feb8 at 2, at the Royal 

— - Kynaston, Manch, Salesman. Feb 7 at 8, Sale & Co, Booth- 

st, Manch. 

Price, Strother, Seven Sisters’-rd, Holloway, Glass Merchant. Feb 16 

Watson, Basinghall-st. 


Drypool,: 
of Roberts & Leak, Kingston-npon-Hull. 
snaunes vet nories,. Merchant. 
York, Corn Dealer. Feb 8 at 2, at offices of 
Bettesworth, 
— Jas, Waterfoot, Rossendale, Lancaster, Italian Warehouse- 
Brown, Richd, & John Brown, Preston, Lancaster, Builders. Feb 6 at 
Bull, Chas, Woburn 
Corker, Chas, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Grocer. 
Feb 6 at 11, at 
Crandall, Robt Barry, Moseley, Worcester, Comm Agent. 
Davies, Tydfil, Glamorgan, "peainanin, 
Feb 10 at 12, at offices of Reed & 
Firkins, Edwd, Birm, out of business. Feb 4 at 11, at office of Barber, 
Facey, John, ames, Peckham-pk-rd, Farmer. Feb 9 at 2, at office 
Gooderidge, Jabez, Stockport, Grocer. Feb 4 at 11, at 7, Vernon-st, 
Stockport. Johnston. 
Hathaway, Wm, Birm, Provision Merchant. 
Haynes, Alfa, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Shoemaker. Feb 3 at 11, at 
Heslop, Wm, Lisson-groye, Watchmaker. Feb 6 at 2, at the Inns ef 
Hood, Wm, Norwich, Builder, Feb 2 at 11, at office of Clabburn, Lon- 
Marriott, Thos, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Seed Merchant. 
Martin, Hy Wm, Burslem, Stafford, Grocer. Feb 6 at 3, at office of Tom- 
Metcalfe, Anthony’ John, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Provision 
Trevelyan Hotel, Corporation-street, Manchester. Crowther, Man- 
Needham, Chas, & Jonas Duckett, Sermon-lane, St Paul’s, Mantle Manu- 
Oak Hotel, Ashford. Minter. Folkestone. 
at 2, at office of Godfrey, Basinghall-st. 


Prowse, Nicholas, Lpool, Master Mariner. Feb 8 at 1, at office of Brab- 
ner, North John-st, Lpool. 

Quorton, Joseph, Dunstable, Bedford, Coal Merchant. 
the Midland Hotel, George-st, Luton. 

Richardson, Robt, Hampton, Middx, Builder. Feb 16 at 12, at office of 
Haines, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-st. 

Rowlands, Roland, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Coal Merchant. Feb 6 at 
12, at office of Breese, Portmadoc. 

Shackleton, Joseph, Bradford, York, Engineering Agent. Feb 3 at 3, at 
office of Browning, Queensgate, Bradford. 

Smale, Geo, Newton Poppleford, Devon, Butcher. Feb 10 at 2, at the 
County Court Offices, Bedford-circus, Exeter. Jeffery, Ottery St 

ary. 

Smith, Hugh, Bury St Edmunds, Draper. Feb 10 at 12, at office of Sal- 

mon & Son, Guildhall-st, Bury St Edmunds, 


Feb 8 at 1, at 





‘Speed, poor Thos, Old Kent-rd, Publican, Feb 7 at 2, at cues 
Halse & Co, Cheapside. : 
Spencer, Chas Green, Bloomfield-st, ge verily Maker. Feb 4 
17 at 11, at the Guildhall Coffee-house. tspur-st. ; 
Taphouse, Hy John, Rexvog ie: Furness, a Tobacconist, : 
eat ty at offices of Lakin & Derrington, Lawson-st, ait Fo 


Farn 
Taylor, ‘Sem! Pimblott, Leeds, Draper. Feb 3 at 11, at office of E 
Bank-chambers, Park-row, Leeds. q 
Thomas, Evan, Swansea; Glamorgan, Draper. Feb 2 at 3, at ote ot 
Barnard & Co, Lothbury. Davies, Swansea. ; 
Thompson, Finlay, Queen-st, Webber-st, Blackfriars-rd, Engineer, ; 
16 at 2, at offices of Slater & Pannell, Guildhall-chambers, Basing. 
hall-st.. Pittman. 
Thwaites, Thos, Bolton, Lancaster, Ironmonger. Feb t at 3, at offices 
of Hall & Rutter, Acresfield, Bolton 4 
Wainwright, Fredk, Anfield, near Lpool, out of business, Febs at 3, 
‘office of Williams, Moorfields, Lpool. : 
Walker, John, Gomersal, York, Woollen ear Feb 13 at 3, ; 
the Royal Hotel, Dewsbury. Ibberson, De 3 
Ward, John, Gt Sechnemepene. Hertford, Boot Macchant. Feb 14 at, f 
at office of Vaughan, Chancery-lane. e 
Wheeler, John Allwright, Bradford-on-Avon, Floek Manufacturer. F 
> oa 1, - office of Foley, Thé Parade, Trowbridge. Abbot & Leonar 


Willete Geo Burgess, Hastings, Sussex, ew PR i” 8 at 2.30, at 
Feb 4 at 12, at office of” 


Provincial Hotel, Havelock-rd, Hastings. 
Willey, John, Upperthorpe, Sheffield, Tailor. 
Mellor, Bank-st, Sheffield. 
Willoughby, Joseph, Mill-hill-rd, Acton, & Wm Mead, Victoria-ter, 
rd, Builders. Feb 6 at 3, at office of Lewis, Wilmington-sq. 
Winstone, John, jun, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Hotel Keeper. Feb 7 at nw 
offices of Barnard & Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff, Stephens. 
Wood, John, Cheapside, Woollen Warehouseman. Feb 2 at (2, at. 
of Smart & Co, Cheapside. Reed & Lovell, Guildall- chambers, 
hall-st. 
= Jas Wm, Robt Anderson Jervis, & John Farrer, Lpool, Mets 
Feb 8 at 2,at the Luw Association Buildings, Col- ” 
Sorerpaal. Laces & Co, Lpool. { 








CASES TO HOLD THE NUMBERS 
OF THE 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
CAN BE HAD AT THE OFFICE, 
OR THROUGH ANY BOOKSELLER, 


Price, 3s. 6d. and 7s. 6d. 
= = 


RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY” 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, ; 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the follo 
form :— 





Proposat ror LOAN on MortGaceEs, 
Date...... 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required £ 


Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or 
ings, state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected w th che 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. . 


RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Plai ¢ 
and Or Ni pers, Books, Pamphlets, Prospectu 

Circulars, &c.—with pM and at moderate charges, by P 

Yates & ALEXANDER, eat === (and Church-passage), Chancerge) 











BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 


WENTY PER CENT. DISCOUNT for CASH. _ 
BILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page, 20 copies, subject to # 
Discount of 20 per cent. for cash ; being at the rate net of 4/6 per pase 
—a lower charge than has hitherto been offered by the trade, 


Yates & ALEXANDER, Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Novel and bona fide: 
character of the CHRISTMAS HOLIDAY ENTERTAINMENTS 

Professor Pepper on The War and the Destructive Implements u 
thereat! Mr. George Grossmith, Jun., gives the prettiest Fairy Tale, 
entitled, The Yellow 1 Dwarf, every Evening ; and Mr. Suchet Cham) 
the same in the Mornings, with Vocal Illustrations. Engage — bed 
Original Warlock, Mr. J: Beaumont, for The World of Magic, and 
Curicus Slack Rope Automaton.—Entertainment by Mr. E. D, Davies, 
Premier Ventriloquist, entitled The Funniest of Funny Folks! Madame 
Bonsfield’s Grecian Statuary in White Marble.—The Praeger Family.— 
New Ghost Entertainment.—A Machine-made Watch, and Christz 
and Christmas Customs, by J. L. King, Esq., at the ROYAL POLY 
TECHNIC. Admission to the whole, One Shilling. 
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